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County Employment antl Wages
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Fiom Sep[embei 2011 to September 2012, employment i eed in 2]6 of
the 328 largest U.S. c unties, the U.S. Bureau of uaboia5[atis[ics
xepoxtetl [otlay. El khae[~ Intl., pos[etl the langesY i xi[~ a
gain of 6.9 Fexcen[ o c tie year, comparetl with nat ionalej o0 gxovth
of 1.6 percent. WithineElkM1ai[~ Che la[ge st employment Sncsease❑OUietl i nufact~~i~g~ wTi[h gainetl 9,]39 jabs o r the year

l pemenU . aen[on, wash., ~atl the largest o c-[~eyeac tlecoeaseiemployment a onq the la[gest c unties m the OeS. viCh a loss of
2 percent. County employment antl wage tleta a ompl letl untlez Ne

Quarterly Census of Employment antl {3ages 1pCENl epxogxam~ which
produces tleca iletl informatron o ~n[y employmene antl va9es viUin 7
months after the entl of ea[F quaitec.

TM1e U.S. a rage xeekly vage tleaeasetl o r the yeaz by 1.1 pe aen[
to $906 inVt~e thi xtl quaz[ez of 2012. This i of only Six o
the-year a vage veekly wage Declines tlatingsback m 19]B, w~ev ene
41sat tort~oaeable qua[teily data a ailable. (See Technical Note.)
Avezage weekly va9es tleclinetl i ev¢ry intlustry e cep[ for
lnforma[ion, i whi c~ wages i setl try 1.3 pezcent, wage tleclines6ee dlso vitlesp~eatl a states, with [fie rtOtable e cept ion of a

3 pexceni i n Nox[h Dakota. Yolo, Calif. had [he lae9es[
rthe-yea[nGeczease i [age w¢ekly wages w1Yh a loss of J.0

pet enL Within Yolo~ a total wage tlec line of SID2.9 million ~-19.1
pevcenU in goveirvnevt had the lavgest contribution to the decrease

rage weekly wages. San Ma[eo~ Ca li f.~ expeeiencetl the largest
incvease in average weekly wages with a 9a in of t.3 percent over the
yPLC.

Table A. La[ge c unties ranketl by SepCembex 2012 employmenq September 2011-12 employment
inc[ease, antl September 2011-12 pemwnt increase m employment

Employment in large counties

Sepeembe[ 2012 employment imvease i employment, I Pezcent i employment,
(t~ousantlsl I September 201142 ~ Septembe[ 2011-12

([nou5antlsl

Uni[eE SCaCes 132~629."!I Vnitetl S[etes 2,024.91 Uvltetl Statea 1.6

Los Mgeles~ CaliL 3,983.51 Los Angeles, Ca11P. 81.6
1
Elkhart, Intl. 6.9

Cook, I11. 2~gYq,61 Ilaixis~ Texds ]B.(I Rut~e[foitl~ Tenn. 6.8
New Yo[k~ N.Y. 2385.9 New Yoxk~ N.Y. 52.91 Kern, Calif. 5.9
Haxxie, Texas 2,128.21 Maiimpa, Ariz. 90.01 Montgomery, Texas 5.5
Maiicopa, Aiiz. 16"/4.5 Oa 13as~ Texas 38.31 Utah, OCah 5.3
Da 13as~ Texas 19"/8.51 Santa Claza~ Calif. 28.91 Foct ➢entl~ T¢x85 9.3
Ozenge~ Calif. 190'/.61 Orange, Calif. 28.61 Lexing[on~ S.C. 9.2
San Diego~ Cali& 1 203.31 Kivq, Wash. 2]."11 Ca~s~ N.D. 4.1
Hing, wash. 1,1]1.91 Cook, x11. 29.61 xxavis, Texas 3.9
Miami-Datle~ Fla. 990.11 San Oiego~ CaliL 22.81 WashingCOn~ A[k. 3.8

I ~envex, Colo. 3.8
I I Delawave, Ohio 3.8
I I Ha ev is, Texas 3.0
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Lavge County m~ployment

In Septembav 2012, national employment, a retl by the QCEW
program, v s 134.6 million, up by 1.6 peecentaot 2.0 milliory from
5¢ptem0ec 2011. The 32B U.S, counties with 15,000 o e jobsoPuntetl fo+ 71.0 percent of total U.S. employment antl 76.3 pettent

total rages. TM1ese 3YB t ~ntiea hatl a n¢t job growth of 1.5
mil lio r the y¢aq ount ing for ]1.3 percent of Ne ove[all
U. S, employment 

irtcieasecc

6l khai[~ Intl., M1atl [he 3at9esC peicen[age lnczease i employment (6.9
pev en[1 a ong [he laigesC V.S. c unties. The five c unties xitF tie
laxgest i s in employment level w e Los Angeles Calif.;
Na [m is~ Tex9b a'SN¢x Yoxk~ N.Y.: MaiiCOpaeCAxi x.: 2nC Oa 11 a 9. T¢%d5.
These c unties hatl a combinetl o o-the-year employment gain of
290 9000 0[ 19.9 percent of YheVOVe[a 11 job inceease fo[ the U.S.
ISee tabl¢ A.)

Er~ryloyment tlec livetl in 49 of the large c unties from September 2011
Co Septembev 2012. Banton, wash., hatl tie largest o i-the-year
percentage tlecrease i employment (-5.2 pesentl. Within Benton,
pro£esa tonal antl busi~eas s s the largest cont2ibutov [o tie
tleaease Sn eROloyment wit~eaVloss of 3, 6]] jobs (-15.8 p¢vwnU .
deffexson~ Texas. had tie e ontl lavges[ pe[cen[aga tlec[ease in
employment, followetl by Vantlecbu[g~~ Intl.; Sangamon I11.; antl Ninds~
Miss. ISee table 1.)

Table B. Large c unties na~ketl lly thi[tl qua[[e[ 201? a sage weekly xages~ thixtl quarter 2011-12
tlecceaae in average weekly wages, antl chictl quac[ez 2011e12 pecwvt tlecrease in average weekly wages

A

[age weekly rage in lazge counties

Ave[age eekly wage, ~ Decrease i rage eekly ~ Pesen[ tlecreas¢ a rage
C~i~tl quazten 2p12 I '+age, [hi[d quaiCe[ 211-12 ~ eekly wage, third

xquartez 2011-12
_"____________ ____________________I_________- _____- _- _____ ______________________________- __________

Unt [etl 5[aCes $9061 Vnitetl States -5101 Unitetl Stat¢8 - 43

Santa Claza, Calif. 51,8001 Bemm~, hash. -5681 Yolo, Calif. -].0
New xoxk, x, x, 1,6261 Yol o, Calif. -661 Rockingham, N.H. -6.9
Sav Mateo, Calif. 153] RockingM1am~ N.H. -621 Lake, Ohio -6.9
Washing[on~ D.C. 1,5141 F'aixfieltl~ Cann. -581 0enton~ Wash. -6.9
Acl ington, Va. 14881 Lake, OM1io -581 Montgomery, nla. -5.9
San Fzamisco~ Calif. 19131 Axlington~ Ve. -5~1 Yo[k~ Fa. -5.6
Fafifax~ Va. 1~<10 Nutlson, N.T. -521 ex¢vertl~ Eta. -5.5
Suffolk Mass. 1~39]I Btevaitl~ Fla. -99~ Biown~ Wis. -5.1
Fairfield Conn. 1,3]11 Mon[gomexy~ Ala. -981 Evi e~ Pa. -4.6
Nin9, Wash. 13591 Yoxk~ Pa. -q8~ Winnebago, I11. -q.5

Morunouth, N.J. -q.5

La ege County Average Weekly Wages

Average weekly wages fon the nation tle¢easetl by 1.1 peitent tluring
the year entllnq in the t~ixtl qua~[ea' of 2012. Artwng the 328 largest

unties, 2]4 hatl o x-t~eryeai tlacli nes i [age weekly wages.
Yolo, CaliL~ hatl the la[ges[ wage declinenamong the la [ge st U.S.
counties 1-7.0 pesenq.

Of tie 328 lavgest c w[les, 96 expexiencetl o r-tie-yea[ i
rage weekly wages. San Mateo, Calif., eatl Ue la[gese a cage

eekly wage i with a gain of 1.3 peecenY. Nithin San 11ateo,
total rages ncpvofes sio~al avtl bps loess s s gzex ~y 5939.3
million 125.] pevicentl o s the year. oouglas~cCOlo.~ had [fie s ontl
largest Sncsease i rage weekly wages, follovetl by Pine l3as~eFla.
Two c unties, Clay[onVeGa.~ antl King, Was1~.~ tietl for tM1e fouitM1
latges[ p¢iC¢vCa9e increase. (See [able 1.1

Ten La[ges[ U.S. Counties

All of Che 30 largest counCies Latl wex-Che-year peerentage imreases
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emnioymene n~ sepcemte~ zoiz. xa«is, re:.,s, naa ene ia~gesc gain
(3.8 pexcen[). Wi[hin Nai[is~ profess Tonal antl business s s hatl
the laxges[ o z-[heryeax level i mong all pcivateYintlustry
groups vith aVgain of 19,152 jobs^l5e6 percent . Cook, Il1., hatl fhe
mal lest percentage in¢ease i employment Q.0 percent) a ong [he 10
largest counties. (See cable 2n)

Nine of The 1D laa'gest U.S. [ unties hatl o r-tie-yea[ tletreases in
rage eekly wages. Maiicopa~ A[iz.~ expeiiencetl the lavgext

tleclive i rage xee kly wages (-21 pexcenq . Within Ma [i copa~
etlutatroo antleheal tl~ a e ~atl CM1e la[gest impact on the c unty'sSVrage ee kly wage tleclinee Within this intlusCV y~ employment gzew by
319 (2 W2 pesent~ uTile toCal wages paitl to [hose workers tleaeased

by 559.9 million ~-21 percent). einy, wash., had the only a rage
weakly wage increase 12.3 percent) amwng the 30 latgesC touvf ies.

Fo[ MOnE IOfOYmation

The [ales incladetl in this release mn[ai~ tlata fo[ [he nation antl
fox the 328 U.S. [ unties xiN a gal a rage employment levels of
75,000 o e in 2011. Septembe[ 2012 employmenC antl 2012 tFiitl
quarter a rage eekly wa9ey for all sia<es a e peovitled in table 3
of [his [elease.~

The employment antl wage tlata ~y c wty a ompiletl untlec the QCEW
p[og~am~ also known as [fie ESQ 02 pnogcame Tpe data a e tleiivetl from
cepovts submittetl by e eiy employer subject [o unemployment i
(U1) taw The 9.2 millio employer xepoxes c x 132.6 millionufulle
entl paiC[ime oa'ker Foy atltlitional infozmation abouC tFe quarte[ly
employment antlWwa9esstlata~ please ieatl the Technical Note. Data for
The [hixA quarts^ of 2012 will be available la [ex at
http://wwv. bls.gov/cav/. Atltlitional infoimat ion about Che QCEW tla fa
may be obteinetl by calling X2021 691-6567.

Seveval BLS regional offices a ing pcew n releases taagetetl
to local tla[a a For linkscto these veleasesW95ee
M1Ytp://www. bl9.gov/cew/cewiegionaL htm.

The County kt~ploymen[ antl Wages release fox fou[Ch quaztei 2012 is
scFetluletl to be seleasetl on TM1Uxstlay, June 2), 2013.

Huaicane Santly

Hu[iicane Santly matle lantlfall in the ilnitetl States on Oclol~ex 29,
2012, after YFe pCEW Chlitl quastex [efezence periotl. Any impact vill
De re flectetl in the fouRh quarter release. Thls event did roC
waamt cha~9es to QCCW methotlol ogy.

The PDF version of the news release
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THE US ECONOMY IN ZO12

The US economy will continue [o recover in 2012 from the Great Recession, as
unemployment rates fall, payrolls expand, and incomes rise across the na[ion. The
US economy is producing more than ever. Growth in gross domestic product (GDP)
has shown consistent improvement since the contraction in 2008 and 2009,
surpassing its pre-recession peak levels - in real terms - by the middle of 2011.
With each passing quarter, more and more regional economies are seeing their
employment levels return [o peak and. their housing markets stabilize.

Recovery has yet to shift into high gear, however, as there has been a steady Viet of
disappointing news from abroad. While oil prices are typically a primary risk factor
for the national economy, currently the largest risk for the US job market is Europe,
since trepidation over global growth has caused oil prices to tumble to the point
where they are no longer a major concern. Indeed, oil prices have moderated this
year, giving a needed boost to household budgets, and will provide an important
support to US growth in Che second half of the year. The average price of gasoline
will fall to $3.11 per gallon in the fourth quarter.

Europe is at risk due to several constituent crises, while prospects for large markets
like China, India, and Brazil have also slowed. These factorspose a risk to [he US
economic recovery as they negatively impact consumer confidence, exports, and
fnancial markets. Despite these downward pressures, however, payrolls in the US
have expanded and the jobless rate has been on the decline, [hanks in large part to
recovery and growth in the nation's metropolitan economies.

Over the remainder of 2012, IHS Global Insight anticipates national job growth of
1.4%,and real GDP growth of 2.0%. We also expect the unemployment rate to fall
to 8.0%. The nation's improving economy will rely on gains in several areas including
business investment across core capital goods, and in equipment and software. The
expanding US recovery will also depend on lower oil prices, accelerated consumer
spending, and continued growth in manufacturing activity and in regional housing
and real estaTe markets.

Critical to the nation's economic recovery - and future health - are metro
economies. They are home to 83.7% of the nation's population, 85.8% of the jobs,
89.9 % of the wage and salary income, and 90.7 % of the country's real GDP.
Metropolitan areas have also been responsible for 87.9% of the recovery in the
nation's real GDP, and 83.6% of employment growth since the economy reached its
trough. The timing and pace of recovery will be varied across the states and
metropolitan areas of the country. Metro areas that didn't suffer as greatly (via less
exposure to the recession) and those whose economies are rooted in quickly growing
or rebounding industries (such as professional and business, and education and
health services, as well as manufacturing) will likely recover before those with
greater exposure [o the acute economic turmoil of housing bust and recession.

Published by IkIS, ]na F,zeomive and Hdimrial Offices: 24 Hartwell Avcnuq Lexingtoq MA 02421

O 2072 by IHS, Ina Aeproduclion in whole or in part prohibimd except by permission. All rights reserved.



GRO55 METROPOLITAN P0.0DUCT

][ is hard to overstate the importance of the nation's metropolitan economies in the
domestic and international economic landscapes. Domestically, economic output
from New York, Los Angeles, and Chicago are each greater than that of 45 states,
.and the combined production of the 10 largest metro areas is greater than that of
the 36 least producing states. (For a detailed comparison of metro versus state
production see Appendix Tables 3 and 4.) If metros were ranked with states in their
contribution Co gross domestic product, the top 50 would include 20 metros.

Our metropolitan areas are also giants in the international landscape. The three
largest metropolitan economies (New York, Los Angeles and Chicago) produce more
than such countries as Poland, Belgium, Sweden, and Taiwan, to name a few. New
York ranks as the 14`^ largest economy in the world, ahead of Mexico and South
Korea, which have GDPS in exress of $1 trillion. Los Angeles ranks 20`" and Chicago
23rtl. Washington DC ranks as the 31" largest economy, above Austria, South Africa
and the United Arab Emirates, while Philadelphia takes the 37`" position and produces
more than Thailand, Denmark, Colombia, and Venezuela, Oklahoma City is the 116`^
largest gross producer, with output higher than Luxembourg and eelarus; Tulsa
captures the 133r° spot, producing more than Tunisia, SerUia, Costa Rica, and
Lithuania.

Of the 100 largest economies in the world, 37 of them belong to metropolitan areas
of the UNted States. Our 20 largest-producing metros individually gross more than
the individual economies of Vietnam, Morocco, Bangladesh, Slovakia, or Croatia, and
united have a greaFer total product than 148 countries combined. The total GMP of
our metro economies ($13 trillion) is equal to 24 /o of production of the largest 200
countries (excluding the US), and is greater than the combined product of ll8 of
those countries. Appendix Table 2 provides an in-depth ranking of US metropolitan
and international economies.

These statistics illustrate dearly that our metros continue to play not just a
tremendous role domestically, but are also critical to the global economy. Their
health and growth are vitally important, as they provide markets for international
trade, antl foster the industries that will create innovations and inventions spurring
domestic and international growth and development.



FIGURE 1:2011 REAL GRO55 METRO PRODUCT GROWTH,
100 LARGEST METRO AREAS

Highest (̂/o) Lowest (̂/o)

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara ZS Columbia 0.3
Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro 55 North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota 0.1
Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos 5.0 Wichita 0.1
McAllen-Edinburg-Mission 43 las Vegas-Paradise 0.0
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown 3.8 Honolulu 0.0
Provo-0rem 3.2 Tulsa (D.1)
San Antonio-New Braunfels 3.1 Lancaster (0.1)

Sacramento--Arden-Arcade—
Raleigh-Cary 3.0 Roseville (0.3)
Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington 29 Syracuse (03)
El Paso 2.8 Albany-Schenectady-Troy (OJ)
Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hili 2.8 Birmingham-Hoover (OJ)
Knoxville 2J Stockton (1.0)
Nashville-Davidson- Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newport
Murfreesboro—Franklin 2.6 News, VA (1.1)
Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue 2.6 Lakeland-Winter Haven (1.4)
Detroit-Warren-Livonia 2.6 Modesto (1.7)

In 2011 total real grass metropolitan product, ("GMP"), grew by 1.7 % as it expanded

in 267 metros. The metropoliFan areas of [he Southwest and Northwest [oOPed the

list of the fastest growing metros among the largest 100. San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa

Clara (nestled inside of the Silicon Valley and ripe with well paying tech jobs) along

with Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro (which is home to more than 1,200 technology

companies including a large Intel presence) placed first and second, while the Texas

metros of Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos (one of the fastest growing metros in

several categories over the past 10 years), McAllen-Edinburg-Mission (home to the

first inland foreign trade zone in the US and hub for trade and retail for the entire Rio

Grande Valley) and Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown (second only to New York City for

Fortune 500 headquarters -with 22 bcated inside Houston) rounded out the top

five.

In 2012, IHS Global Insight anticipates the nation's real GDP will grow at 2.0 % ,and

the average of all 363 metros will be just below at 1.8%, while more than 300

metropolitan areas will see real GMP growth, continuing the steady progress seen

since exiting the recession. Lafayette (Louisiana), Odessa (Texas), Columbus,

Elkhart-Goshen (Indiana), and Bismarck (North Dakota) will top [he Ilst of fastest

growing metros, with each expected to see real GMP expand by more than 7 % .

Lafayette, Odessa and Bismarck will each see robust activity in natural resources.

The Bakken shale oil formation (an oilfield stre(ching from Canada to North Dakota

and Montana, and containing possibly 4 billion barrels of oil reserves) will provide a

surge in real GMP to Bismarck, while the energy sectors in Odessa (the long time

benefciary of the Permian Basin) and Lafayette will also drive employment growth

and real GMP gains while lowering unemployment



The resurgent manufacturing sector will be the engine powering growth in Columbus

and Elkhart-Goshen. Since the end of the recession - during which inventories were
short and payrolls fell drastically -firms have called back workers and expanded
operations as the recovering economy has demanded a greater suppry of

manufactured goods. The meVOpoli[an areas of the Rust Belt will reap the benefits of
this recovering manufacturing sector. In particular, Elkhart-Goshen will expand its
recreational vehicle manufacturing while Columbus will continue to grow its presence

in advanced manufacturing, including in automobile, metals, and precision tools and
molds production.

Gains in the energy antl manufacturing sectors will also benefit industrial cities like
Sandusky (Ohio) and Holland-Grand Haven (Michigan), and oil and natural gas areas
like Fargo (North Dakota), Corpus Christi and Midland (Texas). They are all
anticipated to fall within the [op fikeen metros in terms of real GMP growth this year.
Amongst our largest metros, New York and Los Angeles will see real GMP jump by

more than $20 billion and $SO billion, respectively, while Boston's real GMP will grow
by almost $7.8 billion, Washington, D.C.'s by $4.5 billion and Philadelphia's by $3.1
billion. A full list of Real GMP growth rates for 2012 can be seen in Appendix Tables 8

antl 9. Overall, 50 metros will achieve real GMP growth rates of 3 % or more Qed by

Austin and Houston among the largest metros), while more than 110 metros will see
growth of 2% or better (with Phoenix, San Francisco, Denver and Boston front-
running the second group) and over 220 metropolitan areas will increase Cheir real
GMP by 1% or higher (Des Moines, Sacramento and Chattanooga will lead the charge

in the thirtl tier).

FOCUS ONCHEMICA45

The Chemicals industry has emerged in this decade as a key driver of economic

growth across a large number of metros. The industry already generates over $760

billion in US sales, is one of our top exporting sectors at almost $200 billion annually,

over 8°/ of all US exports, and invests $50 billion per year in US research and
development. These are vital contributions to our future prosperity. Export demand
will be a key driver far US business in the coming decade, as households and

government remain constrained by debt burdens. R&D spending in investment that

boosts productivity is a critical contributor to economic growth.

The industry surge this decade in investment, jobs, and incomes has been largely

spurred by low natural gas prices, a resWt of the rapid incorporation of new drilling

techNques to extract shale and other unconventional gas supplies in the US.

Investment in the US is now competitive with overseas locations. And the new gas
fields have spurred investment not only in the Gulf of Mexico region, but across the

U5. For instance, a petrochemical processing, "Cracker," plant is to be constructed in

the Pittsburgh metro owing to its proximity Co shale gas supplies.



Appendix Table 11 lists the 2011 employment in chemicals and plastics
manufacturiny across all US metro areas. Chicago narrowty leads Houston with
43,000 jobs, led by its plastic products manufacturers. Twenty eight metros have
employment in excess of 10,000 in this sector, and 206 metros employ more than

1,000 in the chemicals and plastics industries. Notably fast growth occurred in 2011
in Minneapolis, Dallas, San Diego, and Milwaukee among large metros, and in
Muskegon, Greeley, Spokane, Gadsden, and Warren.

CONCLUSION

The US economy will continue to heal in 2012, as jobs return, incomes rise, gross
product climbs, and unemployment falls. International economic turmoil poses
serious risks [o the financial and exports markets, however, and to job and income
growth, and ultimately to the speed and certainty of our economic recovery.

Despite these threats, the economy has continued to advance thanks largely in part
to the productivity of our metropolitan areas. Metropolitan economies are beacons
for economic activity - as home to the majority of the population and dusters of
industry and infrastructure, they are the breeding grounds For economic progress

and innovation. Since the end of the Great Recession, metro economies have been

responsible for [he majority of our employment and real GDP growth, and they will

be vitally important to the nation's continued economic health.



THE ROLE OF TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE IN METRO ECONOMIES

Infrastructure repair and reinvestment is a crucial means of jumps[arting the US

economy and positioning the nation for future economic growth. These investments

stimulate our economy in two ways: first by creating jobs directly during planning

and construction phases. Second, by creating jobs in the long-term by making the

nation's transportation lines less mn9ested, more efficient, and more competitive.

These investments should be directed where the potential returns are greatest, and

that will largely be in metropolitan areas. Metros contribute 90% of the production of

goods and services that make up the nation's total gross domestic product (GDP),

and we expect that over the next 30 years 94% of US economic growth will occur in

metro areas. Due to their density, investment in metros lowers the costs of doing

business, stimulating further business activity and economic growth.

Yet the flip side of that coin is that metros are the most congestetl areas in the U5.

Investment in roads, rails, and other forms of transportation will help relieve the

bottlenecks impeding economic expansion; for example, the 4.8 billion hours of

travel delay Americans experienced in 2010, costing our metros $101 billion dollars.

This Is not just a domestic problem. Our in[emational trade industry depends on

advanced Infrastructure ro handle booming trade across the globe. The widening of

the Panama Canal, for example, will allow larger cargo ships to pass through but it

also requires heavy investment in our ports by expanding berths and cranes. Further

investments will have ro be made in the coming years, the value of real US imports

and exporcs will exceed $6 trillion by 2020 up from $4-trillion today.

Despite [he clear benefits of infrastructure investment, the US has not been making

this enough of a priority. Acmrtling to the Congressional .Budget Office, public

spending on transportation and water infrastructure has been only 2.4 % of GDP in

recent years, not accounting for the temporary bump that ARRA spending will

provide. Europe invests 5% of GDP and China 9 % on infrastructure spending. Not

only does the US spend a relatively small share on infrastructure, it has been

steadily declining since 1960, when it accounted for 3% of GDP. Unfortunately, this

is happening at a time when [he economy is becoming increasingly globalizetl, and

infrastructure investment provides a clear opportunity to enhance our

competitiveness and take advantage of trade in fast growing foreign markets.

Given the relative funding shortfall, i[ is no surprise then that America's

infrastructure is becoming less compefi[ive. Affording to the 2011-12 Global

Competitiveness Report from the World Economic Forum, the US ranks 24th in the

quality of overall infrastructure, just above Taiwan and behind many European and

Asian nations including Switzerland, France, Germany, Spain, Hong Kong, ]apan, and

Korea. The US ranked 5th in overall economic competitiveness, down from 4th and

2nd in the two previous years, respectively. The nation's infrastructure has been a



drag on its overall competitiveness and without proper planning and investment this
will continua

Transportation infrastructure spending is a critical long-term capital investment that
will positively augment the private capital stock of the nation and contribute directly
to the long-term productivity and income generation capability of the US economy.
Optimal investment requires a multifaceted approach. Transportation infrastructure
can be costly and slow to develop. There needs to be substantial funding made
available and along-term plan in place. Funds should be allocated after careful cost
benefit analysis to projects that lead to the greatest long-term economic gain. Our
heavily congested metros are the engines of the US economy and the centers for
international trade. The top 100 metros account for 76% of GDP. Overall the
nation's 363 metros are home to 86% of US employment and 84°/ of population.
Over the next 30 years, 92% of employment and population growth will occur in
metros. The challenges posed by inadequate transportation infrastructure will get
worse, not better, if the status quo remains.

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE BENEFITS FAR BLONOMIC GROWTH AND WELFARE

Surface transportation involves the movement of goods and people through
geographic space, and adds to economic well-being and economic growth. From the
perspective of households, surface transportation, by road or rail, serves athree-fold
economic purpose. First, it enables the commute from home to workplace, a
necessary condition for participation in the economy by earning Income from the
application of skills and efforts. Second, i[ grants access to the variety of goods and
services available to the consumers of an advanced economy. Third, it is an integral
part of leisure travel, so important to many households' well-being.

In each case, there are quantifiable benefits to the availability of reliable, cheaper,
and faster transportation. The opportunity cost of time spent traveling from point to
point in any of these pursuits is surely its most si9nifcant component.

From the standpoint of private and public enterprise, transportation costs are an
intrinsic and direct cost of doing business. For businesses shipping goods, road or rail
congestion means longer travel times and less reliability of delivery or arrival times.
These problems result in the extra expense of more drivers' wages, the costs of
longer hours at facilities to process late deliveries, and the spoilage of perishable
commodities. Production or logistics planning become less. efficient as inventories
must be increased to cover for unreliable deliveries, and advanced just-in-time
processes are hamstrung. The extra costs incurred by businesses are generally
passed on to the Consumer and i5 a drag on the overall economy.

Port infrastructure is essential for moving goods in and out of the country, combined
with surface transportation to ship across the US. International trade has exploded
over [he last two decades, and will continue to be a driving force in the US economy.
Therefore, it is essential that the US stays cost competitive with other nations.
Otherwise, we will lose out on the opportunity to sell goods to the faster growing



developing nations. Advanced infrastructure is undoubtedly a competitive advantage
in an increasingly global market.

COSTS OF CONGESTION

Over the years, technological advancement and rising affluence have improved the
efficiency and accessibility of transportation across the naCion. Automotive traffic in
particular has grown tremendously, provitlin9 the most convenient form of
transportation for many. And Chat vehicle volume is becoming increasingly centered
in urbanized areas. Job opportunities, higher wages, and better amenities inside or
at the fringes of major cities have been a tlriving force behind urban development.
Cities have also been growing out from their urban [ore, with suburbs sprawling out
around the city Ilmits, making residents more reliant on automotive transport. In
1960, 56°/ of vehicle travel in the US was done in urban and suburban areas, but
with rapid economic growth in major cities and their regions, that share grew to 67
in 2010.

The Texas Transportation Institute quantifies some of the costs of congestion in The
2011 Urban Mobility Report (Appendix Table Tl). Detailed data is provided for the
101 largest urban areas, and summary data for all 439 (while most economic data is
organized around the concept of the metropolitan statistical area, of which there are
363, traffic statistics have historically been organized around the definition of an
'urbanized area', of which there are 439 defined for the US).' The Texas
Transportation Institute uses 2010 data for vehicle miles, lane miles, public
transportation, portion of travel during congested periotls, travel speeds, incident
delay ratios, antl average fuel prices from [he Federal Highway Administration,
Highway Pertormance Monitoring System, INRIX, the Census Bureau, and AAA to
formulate travel delays and gallons of wasted fuel

In order To quantify the monetary cost of congestion, the average fuel price from
each area's state is used. An hourly rate ($16.3 per hour of passenger travel and
$88.2 per hour of commercial truck time) is applied to the total travel delay. The
passenger car and truck percentages for each urban area were estimates from the
Highway Performance Monitoring System da[aset. The total congestion cost, which is
the value of wasted time and fuel, is estimated to have cost US urban areas $101
billion in 2010, or $713 per commuter.

The largest urban areas, not surprisingly, incur the highest congestion costs (see
figure L). Congestion costs per commuter exceeded $1,000 in Washington,
Baltimore, and New York on the East Coast; Chicago in the Midwest; Houston in the

~ in phis re0on, mehnpoli~an areas are as defined by the Rurenu of the Census. In the «unsportu~iun secmq
Ponding allocations ~o metropolitan aroas are most often defined by the boonda~ies served by a metropolitan
planning orSaniaalion (MYO) or a Ironsporlation manP6emen~ area (TMA). Fbr purposes of the analyses in
this report, the boundaries of the me[mpolitan xrcas follow the Census definition, which arc nod always
mn[iguous with an MPO or TMA area.



South; and Los Angeles and San Francisco on the West Coast. Out of the 30 metros
with the highest congestion per commuters, there are 4 others on the East Coast, 3
others in the Midwest, ll in the South, and 5 in the west. While congestion is dearly
a problem across the nation, the South has incurred some of the fastest growing
costs, due to both faster population growth and a dearth of public tra nsporta[ion
ridership.

Figure 1: Most and Least Congested Areas
Congestion Cost Per Commuter, 2010$

Chicago, IL-IN 1,568

Washington, DC-VA-MD 1,495

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 1,334

Houston, TX 1,171

New York-Newark, NY-N]-CT 1,126

Baltimore, MD 1,102

San Francisco-Oakland, GA 1,019

Poughkeepsie-Newburgh, NY 205

Corpus Christi, TX 194

Stockton, CA 184

Eugene, Oft 171

McAllen, TX 125

Congestion is not a new phenomenon -metros have been grappling with this issue
for decades, and iYS been getting worse. Over the last two decades, the congestion
cost per commuter has increased in 100 of the 101 areas detailed in the report, and
more than doubled in 66 (Appendix Table T2). The most dramatic increases occurred
in Texas, whose cities comprise five of the top seven metros with increased
congestion costs from 1990-2010. Booming economic growth in Texas over the past
two decades and increasing trade with Mexico has played a role in this spike, and the
fact thaF costs were starting at such low levels has also contributed to the outsized
percentage increases. In fact, this trend is present in many of the lower congested
metros -among the top 15 areas with the highest congestion 9rowFh, 12 of them
were among the 20 lowest congested areas in 1990.

While wnges[ion costs are growing fastest in small areas, the large ones still incur
the most significant damage from congestion, and likewise have over the past Fwo
decades. Of the 10 most congested areas in 2010, seven were also among the [op
10 in 1990. Chicago, which holds the number one spot, saw its congestion per
commuter more than double; going from $670 in 1990 to $1,568 in 2010 (both in
2010 $'S). Similarly, congestion per commuter more than doubled in Houston, New
York, San Francisco, Denver, and Boston over that period. Clearly, road capacity has



not kept up with passenger growth, and public and alternative transportation usage

and development has not been substantial enough to pick up the slack. As a result,

congestion costs have been creating an ever greater drag on the overall economy.

Congestion is worst in the economic powerhouses of the U5, and if it runs

unmitigated it will pose a serious challenge to future growth.

That is not to say congestion costs are skyrocketing everywhere. Major metropolitan

areas in California, inUuding Los Angeles, San Francisco, and San )ose, saw

congestion costs per commuter rise at or below 20 % since 1990. Increases in public

transportation, carpooling, and telecom muting have helped blunt congestion

increases but greater tlevelopment outside of the city core has also shifted

congestion to different areas. Congestion costs skyrocketed in Bakersfield, Oxnard-

Ventura, and Riverside.

Keep in mind this just considers the monetized drag of congestion. Disruptions to the

supply chain from long or uncertain delivery times, business costs related to missed

meetings or rebcations, and costs related to vehicle repairs and attidents are not

accounted for. It is also important to note that congestion costs overall have declined

dramatically over the past few years, a common [rend during recessions but the

falloff was even more significant due to the magnitude of the 2009 downturn. This

decrease will prove to be just a temporary reprieve and will quickly reverse course as

the nation's economy recovers. Under normal economic conditions, the congestion

costs noted in this report would be worse.

FREIGHT LOTAlS BY METRO

Although passenger traffic 9eks more press, the most critical function of [he national

tra nspor[ation infrastructure is to accommodate freight traffic, or the movement of

goods to markets across the country. In an increasingly globalized economy,

American consumers rely on more and more imported goods each year. In 2011, the

dollar value of imports totaled $2.66 trillion, or about 17.5 % of real Gross Domestic

Product, up from 13.6 % ten years earlier. And American companies exported $x.09

trillion to overseas customers in 2011, about 13.8 % of GDP, up from 10 % in 2001.

Thus American consumers and producers are increasingly reliant on The national

transportation infrastructure to move goods between port cities and local markets.

To examine freight movement across metros, we use the Transearch USOO database,

a proprietary database developed and maintained by IHS Global Insight. Transearch

draws from a wide variety of data sources covering commodity volume and modal

Flow, and including a long-term proprietary motor carrier traffic sample, proprietary

railroad data, and numerous commercial and federal government surveys, samples,

and the Census.' Here we use rail tonnage totals by metro for seven modes of

' Data soirzccs incluAe: Census bureau's Annual Survey of Manufactures, feosus Bureau's Census of
Manufactures, IHS Global Insights Business Demogrephics Model, US Dept. of Commerce im~wrt data,
Surface Transportation Board's Railroad Waybill Sample, L'S Anny Cm'ps of Fngineerx, [bureau of
Transportation S~atis~ics, and the Commodity Plnw Survey
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transportation, including various trucking types, railroad freight, rail/truck intermodal
shipments, air freight, and waterborne freight.

Detailed freight totals are available for 100 of the largest metro areas (Appendix
Table T2). As might be expected, the leatling metros are also the largest metro
economies by employment and population, as well as some smaller cities with
significant port activity. in 2010, New York had the most tonnage, at 871 million.
This is due both to the high levels of infra-market tonnage of a large economy, as
well as its position as one of the largest port cities in terms of international trade.
Los Angeles, which has the second most tonnage, ranks just below New York. New
Orleans, despite being 41" among metros in terms of GMP, is ranked in the top ten
in tonnage, because it is a major port for natural resources, especially petroleum
from the GuIE

The ranking of freight data per dollar of GMP is very different from a straight GMP
value. The top slots are dominated by smaller economies [hat specialize in heavier
products. At the top is Charleston, WV, a transportation center and a major exporter
of coal. Evansville, IN-KY, has the second highest ranking of freight tons per dollar of
GMP, followed by Lexington, KV, Beaumont, TX, Green Bay, WI, and Mobile, AL.
Large metros generalry rank near the bottom in this calculation. This should not,
however, be seen as an indicator of the relative importance of their transportation
infrastructure. Rather, their shipped goods could weigh less. For example, the
Phoenix MSA ranks near the bottom of this calculation but its exports include low-
weight, high-value computer and electronic products. Small metros are often the
location for the manufacture of heavy machinery or the transport of heavy natural
resources because the cost of transporting and producing these goods in larger more
congested metros Is too great and both of which require adequate Uridges and roads.

In addition [o moving freight, America's future energy needs are reliant on
transportation infrastructure. The development of hydraulic fracturing in small rural
communities is already putting strain on existing transportation infrastructure. Large
trucks and drilling equipment needed on site are damaging roads and other surface
infrastructure that previously did not require the kind of maintenance that they will
need now. With hydraulic fracturing representing one of America's most promising
energy developments, drilling is expected to pick up substantiaity in coming years. In
such cases, small metros will 6e in need for greater maintenance and development of
roadways to keep operations running efficiently. Hence, while congestion and
economic activity are concentrated in large metros, infrastructure in small ones
cannot be ig noretl.

TRANSPOR7kRON INFRA$rRUCTORE AND'',~N7ERNATFOAIIUE%P06T$.

We also examine inremational exports by metropolitan area using data from the
Department of Commerce. The export data is measured In dollar value, so it is
different from freight tonnage in that lightweight goods with higher values are more
significant in this data than in the tonnage data. The Department of Commerce
mllecFS information from firms shipping goods to international customers and tracks



the origin of movement by zip code. This data is then aggregated to county and MSA
totals. This international export data is valuable as it reveals the metro areas that
export the highest valued goods and therefore require infrastructure to maintain
economic growth and job growth.

Metros dominate the US export market, accounting for 88 % of merchandise value,
and they house all of the nation's major ports. As the primary source of goods
production antl movement, metros are vital to the health of the overall-US trade
industry. Our largest metros are our top exporters (see figure 2), with the 20 biggest
metro economies comprising 50 % of the total US share. The New York MSA recorded
exports of $85.1 billion in 2010, followed by Houston, Los Angeles, Detroi[, and
Miami to round out the top 5. Each of the top 25 metros recorded more than $10
billion in exports, an indication of how important international exports are to their
economies.

Figure 2: Nation's Largest Metros are the Top Exporters
2010 Level

Rank

GMP Exports
New York-Nrthrn New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA I 1

Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 2 5

Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 3 2

DetroihWarren-Livonia, MI 4 14

Miami-Fort Lauderdale-Pompano Beach, FL 5 11

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 6 12

Chicago-NapervilleJOliet, [L-IN-WI 7 3

San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 8 17

Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 9 - 13

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 10 7

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 11 6

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 12 9

Source: Census Bureau, Bureau of Economic Analysis

In looking at the ranking of exports as a share of GMP, we can see that foreign
markets are absolutely vital to a number of smaller metros (Appendix Table T3).
Among the leaders there are Kingsport TN-VA; Peoria, IL; EI Centro, CA; Longview,
WA; and Kokomo, IN. Each of these metros had export values measuring more than
30% of their GMP in 2010. Ou[ of the [op 20 metro export/GMP ratios, only three are
among the 100 largest metro areas. International trade encourages specialization
and economies of scale, which is more pronounced in smaller metros, whose
economies tend to be focused on one or two types of export products. Without
adequate transportation infrastrucFUre these metros would have not been able to
take advantage of the huge stimulus international trade has had on their heal
economies. In order for those economies to continue strong performance in exported
goads, reliable infrastructure is necessary.



Of course, this type of reliance on foreign markets is not limited to small metros.
Detroit, MI and Houston, TX rely nn exports for 20% of their GMP. In Cincinnati OH-
KY-IN; Miami FL; Portland OR-WA; San lose CA; and Seattle, WA exports comprise
over 14 % of GMP. Glea rly, international trade is crucial for many large and small
metro economies.

Not only are exports a large part of metro economies, they are fas[ growing.
Comprehensive historical export data for metros is limited, bu[ just over the last few
years' foreign trade has grown tremendously. From 20054008, export merchandise
value increased in 300 metros, expanded by over 50 % in 168 of them, and doubled
in 70. Grow[h in international trade will not be a temporary phenomenon; over the
next decade US exports will essentially double, with metro areas leading the way.

The success of the US export industry starts from the bot[om up, ensuring that
metro area ports are able Fo handle the increasing trade volume, that transportation
lines are efficient, and that metro manufacturing facilities and labor are competitive
with foreign firms. In an increasingly 9lobalized economy, it is vital that the US is
able to take advantage of the economic opportunities opening up around the world,-
and will be at a severe disadvantage if import and export lines are not efficient.

Yet at a time when international trade is surging, America's infrastructure is
becoming less competitive in comparison to other countries. The 2011-1Z Global
Competitiveness Report from the World Economic Forum draws light on this, ranking
the US 24th in the quality of overall infrastructure behind a number of European and
Asian nations. This needs to be reversed if the US intends to be an economic leader
in the coming decades.

METRO AND GLOBAL GROWTH IN THE COMING DECADES

Economic growth in US metropolitan areas in the coming decades will test our
transportation Infrastructure. Since infrastructure investment involves much planning
and monetary investment, it is crucial that funds are delivered in a timely and
forward-looking manner [o alleviate congestion before it worsens.

Employment antl population are two major drivers for congestion-related costs.
Employment, in particular, adds to rush hour traffic and delays. From 1990 to 2000,
employment grew briskly in most metropolitan areas across [he country as did
congestion (Appendix Table T4). The 2000 to 2010 period was different. Given the
dual 2001 and 2009 recessions, employment stalled or. fell in many areas. This
helped ease congestion's heavy burden, but will prove to be just a temporary
reprieve. Employment growth from 2010-2020 will be faster than the previous ten
years in 325 of the 363 metros, and in most instances will be significantly faster. And
while employment growth from 2010-2020 will outpace 1990-2000 in just 48 metros
because we are starting at a higher base in 2010, in absolute levels the coming

decade will be higher in 72. Given the astronomical rise in congestion costs from
1990-2000 according to the TTI report, this prospect will pose severe problems in
areas already grappling with painful Congestion Costs.



Over [he next decade, the 15 metros with the largest increases in employment will
be adding at least a quarter of a million jobs each. New York, the top metro, will see
payrolls increase by over 900,000. Los Angeles, which did a good job mitigating its
rise in congestion over Lhe last two decades, will be tested as employment rises by
500,000 from 2010-20, well above the 752,000 jobs gained from 1990-2000 and
336,000 decline from 2000-JO10. The strain on current transportation infrastructure
cannot be understated as i2 of these 15 metros already rank among the IS highest
in congestion per commuter.

In addition to employment growth, which will put further strain on rush hour
commutes, general population gains will also contribute to congestion. Population
growth will be highest in the South, intluding Dallas, Houston, AHanta, and Miami -
four of the top five largest population gainers through 2020.

Over the longer-term, the picture is not any better. Total metro area population will
grow by 32% from 20124042 and will be especially fast in some of the nation's
largest metros (see figure 3). Population will advance by over 50% in Dallas,
Houston, Atlanta, Tampa, Denver, San Antonio, and by over 80% in Phoenix,
Riverside, and Orlando. The rapid population growth in the South will push Boston
and Philadelphia out of [he top 10 largest metro ranks by 2042. They will drop from
the 10th and 6th largest metros, respectively, to the 13th and 11th as Riverside and
Phoenix enter the top 10. Even in areas where the ranks will not change, there will

be a vastly different dynamic. Dallas and Houston, for example, accounted for 2.5%
and 2.4°/ of metro area population in 2012, but that share will jump to 3.2 % and
2.9 % by 2042. Total population in both metros will exceed 10 million, making both
larger than the present day population of the entire Chicago-]oliet-Naperville, IL-IN-
WI MSA. Houston and Dallas already rank among the most congested metros; if

there is not signiFicant investment in infrastructure congestion costs will be
astronomical and will stiFle long-term economic potential.
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Figure 3: Population Growth in the Next 30 Years (Thous.)

2012 2042 /̂oChg
New York-NO Jersey-LOn9 Island, NY-NJ-PA 19,127 20,728 8.4

Las Angeles-long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 13,053 14,667 12.4

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI 9,549 11,064 15.9

Dallas-Port Worth-Arlington, TX 6,669 11,034 65.5
Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 6,216 10,183 63.8

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 5,447 9,141 67.8

Miami-Fort LauderUale-Pompano Beach, R 5,771 8,610 49.2

Phoenix-Mesa-SCOtCSdale, AZ 4,332 8,161 88.4

Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 4;381 8,011 82.9

Washington-Arlingron-Alex, DGVA-MD-WV 5,810 7,924 36.4

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilm., PA-NJ-0E-MD 6,018 6,593 9.5
San Francisco-Oaklantl-Fremont, CA 4,442 5,390 21.3
Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH 4,628 5,267 13.8

Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 3,557 4,944 39.0

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 2,866 4,361 52.2

Taking a broader hook, population will grow by over 50% in 59 metro areas, over
75% in 21, and will more than double In 3 over the next 30 years (Appendix Table
TS), ey 2042, 70 metros will have population exceeding 1 million, compared to 2012
where only 51 achieved this feat. And by 2042, five metros will have over 10 million
people - whereas just 2 currently have that population level.

St is not just internal US growth that will increase congestion, but also the changing
dynamic of the global economy. The US relies on international trade now more than

it ever has in history, and that trend will continue in [he coming decades. Real

exports and imports have more than tripled over the past two decades, going from a
combined $1.27 trillion in 1990 to $3.75 trillion in 2010. This is expected to grow to
$4.13-trillion by the end of 2012 and further expand to $6.04-trillion by 2020, as
international trade becomes an ever larger part of the US economy.

This type of growth does not come without costs, however, as greater amounts of
goods Flowing in, out, and across the country can create bottlenecks where the
movement is most mntentrated. America's top ports handle a tremendous amount
of goods each year (see figure 4). According to data from the Census Bureau, in
2011, US custom districts accounted for $3.69 trillion of exports and imports coming
in and leaving the country. Of those districts, the top 5 -New York, Los Angeles,
Houston, Detroit, and New Orleans - handled 31 % of the total merchandise value.
Indeed, with the tremendous amount of goods coming through a limited number of

custom districts the need for efficient use and continued growth in infrastructure
plays a crucial role in the viability and cost efficiency of US trade.



Figure 4: Top US Custom Districts

Merchandise Value, Mil $, 2011

Export Import Total
Value Value Value

New York City, NY 161,136 227,068 388,205

Los Angeles, CA 121,059 266,136 387,195

Houston-Galy, TX 119,400 148,629 268,029

Detroit, MI 122,564 120,775 243,639

New Orleans, LA 83,869 150,581 234,450

Laredo, TX 95,725 120,222 215,947

Chicago, IL 36,628 139,911 176,538

Seattle, WA 69,520 58,918 128,438

Savannah, GA 49,494 76,616 126,110

San Francisco, CA 49,813 69,709 119,522

Mlami, FL 69,263 43,560 112,823

Cleveland, OH 29,854 79,369 109,223

BUffaio, NY 46,473 41,903 88,376

Philadelphia, PA 17,253 67,101 84,355

El Paso, TX 34,735 47,537 82,271

Not only does international trade promote global growth by encouraging
specialization and efficiency, it also creates jobs in the U5. According to the
International Trade Administration, exports supported 9.2 million jobs in 2010; a
number will grow in the coming years. The rate of that growth depends, of course,
on whether we invest in transportation infrastructure.

Until recently the US has been a net importer, meaning that it is consuming more
international goods than it is exporting. However, fast growing foreign economies
and a weaker dollar are reversing that trend. We expect exports to outpace imports
over the next 10 years, with the US becoming a net exporter by 2020. This will be
the firs[ time this has occurred since the early 80's, and even then it was by a small
margin and lasted just 2 years. This means [hat the value of US goods we are selling
globally will outstrip the value of global goods we are purchasing, resulting in a net
gain in 6DP. However, to do this the nation has to be cost competitive and US
transportation efficient to allow US exports to flourish. Otherwise, the US will lose
out to other countries in a vastly competitive trade environment.
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CONCLUSION

There is no magic bullet to curing [he nation's infrastructure deficiencies. Metros will

continue [o lead the nation in populaFion, employment, and overall economic growth,

which will put further strain on infrastructure in areas that are already congested.

Dramatic gains in international trade, which is concentrated in metros, will also

require substantial investments in metro area ports antl the surrounding surface

infrastructure. It is absolutety essential that infrastructure investment is made as it

represents a critical component of the nation's future prosperity and international

mmpe[itiveness. If the nation fails to dramatically increase its investment in

transportation infrastructure, it will see congestion and its costs on families,

commuters and businesses skyrocket, potentially doubling over the coming decade

alone.
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Table i s Gross Metropolitan Product of U.S. Metro Areas

(US$, WlllonsJ

Rank 2011 2008 2009 2010 2011

1 New York-NOrihem New Jersey-Long Island, NV~ 1219.7 1197.3 1256.5 1287.7

2 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 741 3 710.1 726 6 755.0

3 Chicago-JOlie4Naperville, IL-IN-WI 521.6 509.1 527.9. 546.8

4 Washington-Adinglon-Alexandria, DGVA-MD-IM 398.6 405.3 4222 433.9

5 Houston-Sugar Lantl-Baytown, TX 3972 358.8 389.6 420.4

6 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 374.9 353 4 378.8 401.3

7 Philadel hia-Ca den-WI ington, PA-NJ-0E-MC 332 3 331 3 343 8 352 7

8 San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA 334.1 315.5 321.9 335.3

9 Boson-Cambridge-Quincy, MA~NH 297.6 2972 313.5 328.0

10 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 2742 264.7 272.5 283.8

11 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-POm ano Beach, FL 267 0 251 0 253 5 260 0

72 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 2272 225.6 230.8 242.0

13 Minneapolis-SL Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 193.3 190.4 200.1 208.5

14 DetroiFWarren-Livonia, MI 193.8 187.1 189.6 198.8

15 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 196.8 185.1 787.8 194.4

i6 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 150 4 1472 166.4 182.8

17 San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 1702 167.3 169.4 175.0

18 Denver-Aurora-Broom9eltl, CO 153.9 149.5 754.8 161.5

19 Baltimore-Towson, MD 137.0 1384 143.8 148.0

20 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 124.0 121.4 13t6 139.4

2t St. Louis, MO-IL 129.0 125.8 129.3 133.7

22 Pittsburgh, PA 111.1 107.9 113.6 118.8

23 Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NPSC 112.1 110.9 t13B 177.8

24 Tampa-SL Petersburg-Cleartvater, FL 112 4 710.8 711.9 7752

25 Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontariq CA 112.9 108 4 108.5 111.3

26 Kansas Ciry, MO-KS 103.9 103.0 105A 108.8

27 Cleveland-EI ria-Menl r, OH 103.5 99 8 103 2 106 6

28 Indianapolis-Carmel, IN 98.1 96.9 102.0 1053

29 Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 104.0 100.5 102.5 105.0

30 Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 97.6 95.1 983 101.6

31 Columbus, OH 88.8 882 912 94.7

32 Austin-ROUntl Rock-San Marcos, 7X 81.0 78.7 87.7 94.E

33 Sacramento--Arden-Arcatle--Roseville, CA 944 92.1 917 93.3

34 Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 96.8 90.9 902 91.8

35 San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX 78.8 77.0 83.1 87.6

36 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI 81.8 87 4 83.7 86.7

37 Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartfortl, CT 772 78.4 82.1 S57

40 Virginia Beach-NOdoik-Newport News, VA-NC 77.7 78.5 79.7 80 4

42 Salt Lake City, UT 65.6 65.1 692 72.2
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Rank 2017 2008 2009 2010 2077

43 Provitlence-New Bedford-Pall River, RI-MA 64.4 642 66.3 682

44 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 64.3 63.4 652 67.3

45 Richmond, VA 61.5 61.9 63.6 65.2

46 Oklahoma City, OK - 60.2 552 58.4 61.8

47 Jacksonville, FL 59.2 58.1 59 4 60.9

48 Raleigh-Cary, NC 53.9 54 7 572 59.8

49 Louisville-Jefferson Counly, KY-IN 55:6 54.6 57.1 56.8

52 Omaha-Council Bluffs, NEIA 45.6 46.5 47.6 49.3

54 Rochester, NY 42.0 43.0 44.5 45.6

55 Buffalo-Niagara Falls, NY 412 42.5 44.0 44.8

56 Baton Rouge, LA 38.9 37.9 41.8 44.5

57 Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA 35.7 37.0 39.0 40.7

58 Albany-SChenectatly-Troy, NY 372 38.9 40.0 4U.4

59 Durham-Chapel Hill, NC 34.3 35 8 38 0 39.8

60 New Haven-Milford, CT 38.5 37.1 38.1 39.6

61 Albuquerque, NM 34.9 362 36.8 37.5

62 Madison, WI 33.0 33.9 352 36.5

63 Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 34.2 34.2 35.3 36.5

64 Greensboro-High POint, NC 334 33.4 346 35.9

65 Dayton OH 32.9 31.6 32.6 34.0

66 Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 32.0 32] 32.9 34.0

67 Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI 31 4 30.6 32.0 33.3

72 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 28.7 28.4 29.5 30.6

73 Worcester, MA 28.1 27.8 292 30.3

74 Fresno, CA 29.8 28.8 292 342

75 Harrisbur -Carlisle, PA 27 3 27 5 28 2 28 9

76 EI Paso, TX 25.6 25.5 27.4 28.8

77 Chatleston-North Chadesron-Summerville, SC 26.8 26.5 27.3 28.5

78 Anchorage, AK 27.5 252. 26.3 27.9

79 Akron, OH 27.2 26.1 27.0 27.8

80 Trenton-Ewing, NJ 25.7 252 26.7 27.6

Bt Syracuse, NY 25.3 26.1 26.9 27 3

82 Colorado Springs, CO 24.5 24.7 26A 27 2

83 Toledo, OH 25.7 25.1 26.0 27.0

85 Boise City-Nampa, ID 25.3 24.7 25.8 26.7

88 Greenville-Mauldin-Easley, SC 252 24.6 25.5 26.6

87 Portland-South Portland-Biddeford, ME 24.5 25.1 25.4 25.9
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88 Shrevepor4Bossier City, LA 2p7 193 23.6 25.7
89 Jackson, MS 23.6 23.1 23.9 24.6
90 Norlh Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL 24.1 23.1 23.3 23.8
91 Lexington-Fayette, KY 27.g 21.7 22.7 234

22 0

95 Chatlan000a. TN-GA 2~ 8 10 9 2~ 3 X22

96 Manchester-Nashua, NH 21.0 21.0 21.5 22.0
97 Huntsville. AL t9 9 19 5 90 fi 71 1

98 Lafayette. LA 16.9 15.9 19.2 20.7

100 Cape Coral-Fort Myers R 2t 0 19.9 20.0 20 7

702 Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA 202 19.4 19.6 20.3
103 Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA 18.7 18.6 19.3 19.9
104 Augusta-Richmond County, GASC 18.1 182 19.t 19.6
105 Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 18.5 182 79.0 19.5
106 Lancaster. PA iRfl ifl:i t0 f1 1Q5

112 Fort Wayne, IN 17.0 16.7 77.9 18.7
113 Spokane, WA 17.7 17.8 18.1 18.6
114 Ann Arbor, MI 17.3 17.0 17.8 18.5
115 Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, IA-IL 16.6 16 4 17.4 18.3

121 Evansville, IN-KY 16.0 15.8 1G.9 17.4
122 Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 76.9 154 16.3 17.0
123 Lakeland-Wn~er Haven, FL tfi.8 763 16.5 16.6
124 Provo-Orem, UT 14.7 14.6 15.5 16.3
125 Sioux Falls, SD 14.9 75.2 15.5 16.1
126 Killeen-Temple-Fort Hood, TX 14 7 74.7 15.5 16.0
127 Mobile, AL 15.3 15.0 75.6 15.9

130 Green Bay, Wl 14.4 14.7 15.1 15 5
131 Motleslo. CA 15 1 14 9 15 1 t5 9

132 Reading, PA 14.5 14.1 146 15.1
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Rank 2011 2008 2009 2010 2017

t33 McAllen-Edinburg-Mi55ioq TX 13.4 132 19.0 15.0
134 Lincoln,NE 13.6 14.0 14.5 149

t35 Cedar Rapids, IA 12.7 13 2 142 14.9

136 Montgomery, AL 14.6 14 4 14.7 14.8

137 Springfield, MO 142 14.1 14.3 14.5
138 Asheville, NC 134 13.5 13.9 14,4

139 Wlmin9ton. NC 13.5 13.8 14.0 142

140 Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, Fl 13.7 13 7 13.9 14.2
141 VallejaFairtield, CA 14.3 14.0 13.8 14.1

142 Norwich-New London, CT 14.1 t32 t3.4 t3.8

143 Lake Charles, LA 12.9 11.1 t2.5 13.5

144 Tallahassee, FL 13.1 73.0 t3.2 734

145 Naples-Marco island, FL 13.7 12.7 12.9 13.4

146 Atlantic City-Hammonton, NJ 13.G 12.8 73.1 13.3

147 Salem, OR t2.6 72.8 73.3 73.3
146 Roanoke, VA 12.9 73.1 73.2 732

t49 Savannah, GA 12.9 72.7 12.9 132

750 Canton-Massillon, OH 13.0 122 12.6 13.1

751 Rockford, IL 12.1 71.8 124 13.1

153 Delrona-Daytona Beach-0rmond Beach, FL 12.4 11.9 12.1 12.4
154 Columbus, GA-Al 113 11.4 it.9 12.3

155 Eugene-Springfield, OR 72.0 11.5 12.0 722

156 Fargo, ND-MN t0.5 10.6 71.3 122

157 Soulh Bentl-Mishawaka, IN-MI 12.0 11.3 777 t21

158 Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibotlaux, lA 70.1 97 9t2 tt.9

159 Hlckor -Lenoir-MOrgenl q NC 11 4 11.1 11.4 11.8
160 Port CollinsLOVeland, CO 11.1 10.9 11.3 71.8

161 Kalamazoo-Portage, MI 17.6 11.3 17.7 11.8

162 Visalia-Porterville, CA 71.4 10.8 it2 11]

t63 Flint, Ml 11.0 107 it.0 X1.4
164 Porf SC Lucie, R 11.4 11.0 1t2 11.3

165 Huntington-Ashland, VN/-KV-OH 10.0 9.9 10.5 t1.0

166 Burlington-South Butlingtoq Vr 10.0 10.0 10.6 10.9

167 San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles, CA 10.7 10.5 10.5 10.9

168 Clarksville, TN-KY 9.6 97 102 10.8

169 SpaAanburg, SC 10.3 10.1 10.4 10.8

171 Kennewick-Richland-Pasco, WA 92 9] 10.4 10.7

172 Gainesville, PL 9.9 100 10.3 10.5

173 Appleron, WI 9.3 9.4 9.9 10.4

174 Lon v'e ,TX 96 87 96 104

t76 Gulfport-Biloxi, MS 10.0 9.9 10.1 t0.3

177 Fort Smith, AR-OK 10.1 9.6 102 102
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Rank 2011 2008 2009 2010 2011

t78 Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol TN-VA 9.3 9.4 9.8 10.1

t79 DuWlh, MN-WI 9.3' 92 9.8 10.t

t80 Santa Cruz-Walsomille, CA 97 9.5 9.6 9.9

181 Rochester, MN 8.6 87 9.5 9.9

182 Springfield, IL 8.9 92 9.6 9.8

183 Elkhart-Goshen, IN 9.0 84 92 9.8

184 Erie. PA 9.4 8.9 92 97

185 Crestview-Fort Walton Beach-Destiq FL 9.3 94 9.3 9]

186 Chatlottesville, VA 9.0 9.1 9A 97

787 Bloomington-Normal, IL 82 8.9 9.3 9.5

188 Topeka, KS 8.9 9.1 9.3 94

189 Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle Beach-Conway, SC 9.8 9.3 92 9.3

190 Holland-Grand Haven, MI 8.7 8.1 8.6 92

191 Waco, TX 8.0 8.0 8 7 9.1

192 T Ier, TX 8.7 79 86 97

193 Bremerton-Silverdale, WA B] 8.8 8.8 9.0

194 Olympia, WA 8.7 8.8 8.8 9.0

796 Utica-Rome, NY 8.3 8.6 8.9 8.9

197 Champaign-Urbana, IL 8.5 8.6 8.8 8.9

198 Lynchburg, VA 82 8.3 8.6 8.8

199 Bellingham, WA 7.9 Z9 82 8.8

200 Barnstable Town, MA 8.3 8.3 8R 8.6

201 Jacksonville, NC 7.3 8.1 8.5 8.6

202 Oshkosh-Neenah, Wl 72 7.3 8.0 84

203 Lafayette, IN 7.6 7A 7.9 84

205 Watetloo-Cetlar Fa11s, lA 7.4 7.4 7 7 82

206 Binghamton, NY 7 7 7.8 8.0 8.1

207 Hagerstown-Martinsburg, MD-VW 7.6 7.5 7.6 7.9

208 Iowa City IA 7.1 72 7.5 7.8

209 Greeley, CO 7.4 6.9 72 7]

210 St. Cloud, MN 7.4 74 7.5 77

211 Macon, GA 7.6 7.4 Z5 77

212 Yakima, WA 7.4 7.2 7.3 7.5

213 Billings, MT 72 6.8 72 7.5

214 Pascagoula MS 7 4 7.1 7.5 7.4

215 Odessa, TX 6.1 5.3 6.0 72

216 Ocala, FL 7.5 7.1 7.1 72

217 Napa, CA 7.1 7.7 6.9 7.t

218 Colle e Station-Bryan, TX 6 3 6 4 6 8 7 7

219 Columbia. MO 6.3 6.5 6.8 7.7

221 Monroe. LA 62 62 6.8 7.0

222 Racine, Wl 64 6.4 6.7 7.0
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223 Gainesville. GA 6 4 E3 F 4 5.9

224 Saginaw-Saginaw Township North, Ml 62 62 66 6.9

226 Casper, WY 7.9 6.1 6.3 6.9

227 Metlford, OR 6.3 6.3 6.6 6.8
228 Panama City-Lynn HavernPanama City Beach, F 6.5 6.4 6.6 6.8
229 Greenville, NC 6D 6.3 6.6 6 7

230 Santa Fe, NM 7.1 6] 6J 6 7

231 Bentl, OR 6S 6.3 6.5 6]

Eau gaire. WI

234 Chico, CA 6.1 6.t 6.3 6.5
235 Alhens-Clarke County, GA 62 62 6.3 6 4
236 Bloomington, IN 5.9 6.t 63 6.3
237 Merced, CA 62 5.8 6.0 6.3
238 Harrisonburg, VA 5.4 5.9 6.t 6.3
239 Sate College, PA 5.6 5.6 6.0 62

240 Jefferson City, MO 57 5.8 6.0 6.1

241 Morgantown,VW 5.1 54 5.6 6.1

242 Wichita Falls, TX 62 5.5 5.8 6.7

243 Johnson City, TN 5.8 5.7 5.9 6.0
244 Dover, DE 5.6 5.7 6.0 6.0

245 Parkersburg-Marietla-Vienna, UlN-OH 5.4 5.6 5.6 5.9
246 Jopiiq MO 5.5 5S 5] 5.9
247 Terre Haute, IN 5.5 5.3 5 7 5.8
248 La Crosse, WI-MN 52 5.3 5.6 5.8

249 Abilene, TX 5.6 5.2 5.5 5.7
250 Wausau, Wl 5.4 5.5 5.6 5J

251 Las Cruces, NM 5.1 5.4 5.6 5.7

252 Niles-Benton Harbor, MI 5.3 5.3 5.6 57

253 Warner Robins, GA 5.0 5.3 5.5 57
254 BismafCk, ND 4.6 47 5.1 5.6

255. Mount Vefnon-Anacortes, WA 52 5.3 5.5 5.6

256. Decatur, IL 5.3 52 5.4 5.6
257 Alexandria, LA 5.0 5.0 5.3 5.6
258 Rocky Mount. NC 5.3 5.4 5.5 5.6
259 Oaiton, GA 5.8 52 5.3 5.6

260 Elizabethtown, KY 4.3 4A 5.1 5.6
261 Blacksburg-Christiansburg-Radford, VA 5.D 5.1 52 5.5

262 Bangor, ME 5.3 5.4 54 5.5

263 Wheeling, VN/-OH 4.8 5.0 5.2 5.4
264 Vittoria, TX 5.1 4.5 4.9 5.4

265 Farmington, NM 6.0 5.1 5.1 5.3
2fi6 Pillsfeld, MA 52 52 52 5.3
267 CheveMe. WY 4.9 4.8 5.0 5.3
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268 Rapitl City. SD 4.9 4.9 5.0 5.3

275 CoNallis, OR 4.5 4.3 4.8 5.1
276 Jackson, MI 4J 4.5 4.8 5.1
277 Yuma, AZ 5.0 4.9 5.0 5.0
2I8 Lawlon, OK 4.3 4.5 4.9 5.0
279 Albanv. GA a 9 a 4 a 9 5 n

284 Grand
4.6 4.8 4.9

294 Dubuque, lA ~ 4,1 q,1 q.q 4.6
295

302 Jonesboro, AR 4.0 4.0 42 4.4
303 Owensboro, KY 4.1 4.1 42 4.4
304 Altoona. PA 4 ~ 4 1 4 9 4 3

370 Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL 3.9 3.8 4.t 4.1
311 Salisbury, MD 4.1 4.1 4.1 4.1
312 Goltlsboro. NC 3J 3.9 4.0 4.1
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313 Johnstown, PA 3.9 3.9 4.0 4.1

314 Idaho FaIIS, ID 3.9 3.8' 4.0 4.1

375 Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL 4.5 42 4.1 4.1

316 Wlliamspoh, PA 3.5 3.5 3.8 4.1

377 Ocean Cit ,NJ 40 39 40 40

318 Ames, IA 3.7 3.7 3.8 4.0

319 Lebanon, PA 3.5 3.4 3.7 3.9

320 Fond du Lac, WI 3 6 3.4 3 7 3.9

327 Ithaca, NV 3.7 3.8 3.9 3.9

322 Glens Falis, NY 3.6 3.7 3.9 3.9

323 Lewiston-Aubum, ME 3 7 3.7 3.8 3.8

3 3.6 3.8

326 Matlera-Chowchilla, CA 3.6 3.6 3B 3.8

327 HineSVilie-FOA Stewart, GA 32 32 3.6 3]

328 Lawrence, KS 3.5 3.7 3.7 37

329 Shermao-Denison, TX 3.3 32 3.5 37

330 Logan, UT-ID 3.3. 3.3 _ 3.6_ __ 3]

332 Auburn-Opelika. AL 3.5 3.5 3.6 3]

333 Spnngfeltl, OH 3.5 3.5 3S 3]

334 Mansfeltl, OH 3.8 3.5 3.6 3]

335 Monroe, MI - 3.6 3.4 3.6 3.6

336 Cleveland, TN 3 4 3.5 3.6 3.6

337 Lake Havasu City-Kingman AZ 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.8

338 Michigan Gty-La Porte, IN 3.5 32 3.5 3.6

339 SL George, UT 3.6 3 4 3.5 3.6

340 Steubenville-Weirton, OH-VN/ 3.8 3.5 3.5 3.6

341 Morristown. TN 3.3 32 34 3.5

346 Pine BWff, AR 3.1 3.0 32 32

347 Anderson, IN 32 3.0 32 3.2

348 Kankakee~Bratlley, IL 3.1 3.1 3.1 32

349 Brunswick, GA 3.3 32 32 3.2

350 Sumter. SC 3.0 3.0 3.t 32

__-_
352 Danville, VA 2.8 2.8 2.9 3.1

353 Lon vie , WA 2 9 2 9 3 0 3 0

354 Elmira, NV 2B 26 2.8 2.9

355 Bay Ciry MI 27 2.7 2.8 2.8

356 Pocatello, ID 2.7 2.6 2.7 2 8

357 Carson CiN. NV 2.9 2.8 2.8 2.8
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358 Cumberlantl, MD-VN/ 2.4 2.5 2.6 2 7

359 Gatlsdeq AL 2.6 2.5 2.6 2 7

360 Hol S rin s, AR 2 6 25 2 6 2 6

361 Danville, ll 2.3 2.3 24 25

362 Lewiston, ID-WA 1.9 1 9 2.0 2.t

363 Palm Coast, FL 1.3 1.3 1.3 9.3
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Ta61e 2: Gross Product of Countries (GDP) and Me/ro Areas ~GMP)

(US$, Billions)

Rank Country or Metro Area yp~~,

1 United States 15094.0

2 China 7298.9

3 Japan 5869.1

4 Germany 3569.5

5 France 2774.4

6 Brazil 2476 7

7 United Kingdom 2416.4

8 Italy 2198.0

9 India 1897.9

10 Russia te57.9

11 Canatla 1739.4

12 Spain 1492.5

13 AusValia 7483.8

14 New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA 1287.7

15 Mexico 1154.1

i6 South Korea 1116.4

17 intlonesia 846.8

18 Netherlands 837.8

19 Turke 773 7

20 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana, CA 755.0

21 Switzerland 637.7

22 Saudi Arabia 576.8

23 Chica o-Joliet-Na erville, IL-IN-W/ 546.8

24 Sweden 537 7

25 Poland 514.3

26 Belgium 572.6

27 Iran 499.7

28 Norveay 4852

29 Taiwan 4672

30 Ar entina 446.1

31 Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, OC-VA-MD-WV 433.9

32 Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX 420.4

33 Austria 417.9

34 South Africa 4087

35 Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 401.3

36 United Arab Emiretes 371.6

37 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilming[oq PA-NJ-DEMO 352.7

38 Thailand 3456

39 San Francisco-Oaklantl-Fremont CA 335.3

40 Denmark 333.6

41 Colombia 3333
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Rank Country or Metm Area 2011

42 Bosron-Cambritlge-Quincy, MA-NH 326.0

43 Venezuela 317.8

45 A[lanta-Santly Springs-Marietta, GA 283.8

46 Malaysia 2787

48 Finland 266.5

49 Miami-Fort Lautlertlale-Pompano Beach, FL 260.0

50 Singapore 259.8

51 Hong Kong 243.7

52 Israel 2432

53 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 242.0

54 Potlupal 237.7

57 Philippines 224.7

58 Ireland 217.6

59 Algeria 2172

60 Czech Re ublic 2151

61 Pakistan 209.3

62 Minneapolis•St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 208.5

63 DetroiRWarren-Livonia, Ml 198.8

64 Iraq 195.4

65 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 194.4

66 Romania 189.8

67 Kazakhstan 186.4

68 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 182.8

69 Peru 176.7

70 San Diego-Car/shad-San Marcos, CA 175.0

71 Qatar 173.5

72 Ukraine 1652

74 Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO 161.5

75 Kuwait 156.1

76 Baltimore-Towson, MO 148,0

77 Hun a 139.6

78 PoKlantl-VancouvervHi/lsboro, OR-WA 739.4

79 St. Louis, MO-IL 133.1

80 Vietnam 123.8

87 Pittsburgh, PA 118.8

82 Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 717.8

83 Tampa-St. Petersburg- C/earvvater, FL 115.Y

84 Riverside-San Bernartlino-Ontario, CA 717.3

85 Kansas City. MO-KS 108.8
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87 Bangladesh 1062

88 Indianapolis-Carmel, IN 105.3

89 Orlando•Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 705.0

90 Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 101.6
91 Morocco 99.5

93 Slovakia
94 Columbus, OH 94.7

95 Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX 94.0
96 Sacramento--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA 93.3

97 Las Vegas•Parad/se, NV 91.8
98 San Antonio-New Braun/els, TX 87.6

99 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Al/is, W/ 86.7

101 Nashville-Davidson••Mur/rees6oro--Franklin. TN 85.1

102 Bridgeport-Stam/ortl-Norwalk, CT 82.1

103 Ur inia Beach-NOr(o1k~New ort News, VA-NC 80.4

104 New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 80.3
105 Angola 76.5

106 Cuba 73.6
107 Oman 72.7

108 Sal[Lake Clty, UT 72.2

109 Sudan 71.9

110 Providence-New Bedlord-Fall River, RI-MA 68.2

111 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 67.3

112 Ecuador 66.1

1t3 Richmond, VA 65.2
1t4 Croatia 63.8

115 Azerbaijan 634

116 Oklahoma Ciry, OK 61.8
117 Jacksonville, FL 60.9

178 Raleigh-Cary, NC 59.8

119 Luxembourg 59.5

120 Belarus 59.3
721 Sri Lanka 592

122 Louisville-Je//erson County, KKIN 58.8

123 Dominican Republic 55.6

124 Syria 55.6
125 Birmingham-Hoover, AL 53.9
126 Bulgaria 53.5

127 Honolulu, HI 51.6

'129
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Rank Country or Meho Area 2017

130 Myanmar 492

131 Uruguay 46.9

132 Guatemala 46.9

133 Tu/sa. OK 46.4

135 Rochester. NY 45.6

136 Uzbekistan 45.3

737 Buffalo-NiagaYa Fa/IS, NY 44.8

138 Baton Rou e, LA 44.5

139 Serbia 43.3

140 Lithuania 42.7

141 Costa Rica 41.3

142 Des Moines•West Des Moines, lA 40.7

143 Albany-Schenectatly-Troy, NY 40.4

144 Durham•Cha el Hill. NC 39.6

745 New Haven-MilforU, CT 39.8

146 Lebanon 38.9

147 Albuquerque, NM 37.5

148 Madison, WI 36.5

149 Oxnartl-Thousantl.0aks-Ventura, CA 36.5

150 Macao 364

151 Greensboro-High Poin[, NC 35.9

152 Day[on, OH 34.0

153 Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 34.0

154 Kenya 33.6

155 Grantl Rapids-Wyoming, M! 3J.3

156 Tucson, AZ 32.6

757 Yemen 32.1

158 Columbia, SC 31.9

759 Knoxville, TN 31.5

760 Libya 372

161 Bakersfield-Delano, CA 31.1

762 Ethiopia 30.6

163 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 30.6

164 Worcester, MA 30.3

165 Fresno, CA 30.2

166 Panama 302

167 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 28.9

168 Jordan 28.8

169 EI Paso, TX ~ 28.8

170 Charleston-North Charleston-Summerville, SC 28.5

17t laNia 28.0

172 Anchorage. AK 27.9
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Rank CounUy or Metro Area pp~~

174 North Korea 27.8

175 Trenfon-Ewing, NJ 27.6

176 Syracuse, NY 27.3

177 Colorado Springs, CO 27.2

178 Toledo, OH 47.0

180 Boise City-Namna. ID 26.7

18t Greenville Maultlin-Easley, SC 26.6

182 Portland-South Portlantl-Biddeford, ME 25.9

183 Shreveport-Bossier City, LA 25.7

184 Cameroon 25.6

185 Bahrain 25.7

186 Cyprus 24.7

187 Jackson, MS 24.6

188 Tanzania 24.5

189 Bolivia 23.9

190 North Port-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL 23.8
191 Paraguay 23.6

192 Lexington-Fayette, KY 23.4

193 Winston-Salem, NC 23.2

194 Spring/ieltl, MA 23.1

195 EI Salvador 23.1

X96 Cote d Ivoire 22.9

197 Ghana 22 7

t98 Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY 22.3

199 Chattanooga, TN-GA 22.2

201 ManchesteryNashua, NH 21.0

202 Turkmenistan 2t.6

203 Huntsville, AL 21.1

204 Bosnia and Herzegovina .20.9

205 LataYeHe, LA TO7

206 Reno-Sparks, NV 20.7

207 Cape Coal-Fort Myers, FL 20.7

208 Reunion 20.4

209 Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta, CA 20.4

270 Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA 20.3

211 Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA 19.9

212 Au to-Rich o d Co t , GA-SC f9 6

213 Tnnidatl &Tobago 19.5

214 Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 79.5

215 Lancaster, PA 19.5

216 Stockton, CA 19.4

217 Lansing-East Lansing, MI 19.4
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Rank Country or Metro Area pp~~

218 Peoria, lL 19.Y

219. Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers, AR-MO 19.0

220 Bou/der, CO 18.9

221 Fort Wayne, IN 78.7

222 Uganda 18.6
223 Spokane, WA 18.6

224 Afghanistan t8.5

225 Ann Arbor, MI 18.5

226 Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, lA-IL 78.3

228 Fayetteville. NC 18.3

229 Salinas, CA 18.2

230 Zambia 18.1

231 Corpus Christi, TX 18.1

232 Nepal 17.9
233 BeaumonRPort Arthur, TX 17.9

234 Honduras 17.4

235 Evansville, IN-KY 17.4

236 Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 17,0

237 Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL 76.6

238 Provo-Orem, UT 16.3

239 Botswana 16.3

240 Sioux Falls, SD 16.1

241 Killeen-Temple-Fort Hootl, 7X 16.0

242 Mobile, AL 15.9

243 Democratic Rep. of the Congo 15.8

244 Brunei Darussalam 15.7
245 York-Hanover, PA 15.7

246 Char/esron, WV 15.7

247 Green Bay, WI 15.5

248 Motles[o, CA 15.2

249 Reading, PA 15.1

257 Lincoln. NE 14.9

252 Cedar Rapids, lA 14.9

253 Equatorial Guinea 14.9
254 Montgomery, AL 74.8
255 Springfield, MO 14.5

256 Asheville, NC 14.4

257 Georgia 144

258 Wilmington, NC 74.2

259 Jamaica 14.2.

260 Pensacola-FerryPass-Brent FL 14.2

261 Vallejo-Fair/field, CA 74.1
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Rank Country or Metro Area pp~~

262 Iceland 14.1

263 Norwich-New London, CT 13.8

264 Senegal - 13]

265 Lake Charles, LA 13.5

266 Tallahassee, FL 73.4

267 Naples-Marco Island, FL 17.4

268 Atlantic Ciry-Hammonton, NJ 73.3

269 Salem, OR 13.3

270 Mozambique 13.3

271 Roanoke, VA 13.2

272 Savannah, GA 13.2

273 Canton-Massillon, OH 13.1

274 RockPord. IL 73.1

'276 Cambodia 12.8

277 Pa Ua Ne GUin a 12 7

278 Midland, TX 12.7

279 Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach, FL i2.4

280 Columbus, GA-AL 12.3

281 Eugene-Spring/field, OR t2.2

282 Fargo, ND-MN 12.2

283 South Bend-Mishawaka, IN-MI 12.1

284 Namibia 12.1

285 Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux, LA 11.9

286 Hickory-Lenoir-Morganton, NC 17.8

287 Fon Collins-Loveland, CO ~ 11.8

288 Ka/amazon-Porto , MI 11 8

289 Visalia-POrterville, CA 11.7

290 Flint, MI 11.4

291 Mauritius 114

292 Port Sf. Lucie, FL 11.3

293 Martinique 11.2

294 - Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH 11.0

295 Bur/ing[on-So~[h Burlington, VT 10.9

296 San Luis Obis -Paso R 6/es, CA 10 9

297 Clarksville, TN-KY 10.8

298 5 rt b r, SC 10 8

299 Lubbock, TX 40.8

300 Kennewick-Richland-Pasco, WA 10.7

301 Macedonia 10.5

302 Gainesville, FL 10.5

303 A /efon, WI 70.4

304 Longview, TX ~ 10.4

305 Amarillo. TX 10.4
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Rank Country or Me[ro Area 2011

306 Gullport-Biloxi, MS 40.3
307 Mali 10.3
308 Armenia 102
309 FaR Smith, AR-OK 10.2
310 Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol, TN-VA 10.1
31t DuN[h. MN-WI X0.1

316 Sanno/ieltl. IL 9 R

9.8

Faso

9.2

328 Tyler, TX 9.1
329 Bremerton-Silverdale, WA g.p

330 Olympia, WA 9.0

333 Utica-Rome, NY 8.9
334 Champaign-Urbana, IL 8.9
335 Lynchburg, VA 8.8
336 Bellingham, WA 8.8
337 Ba~nsW6/e Town, MA 8.6
338 Jacksonville, NC 8.8
339 Mongolia fl F

IN

344

NY

8.2

346 Hagerstown-Martinsburg, MD-WV 7.9
347 Iowa City, IA 7.8
348 Palestinian Authority 7.8
349 GleeleY, CO 7.7
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Rank Country or Me[ro Area ypq ~

350 St. Cloud, MN 7.7

351 Laos 7.7

352 Macon, GA 7.7
353 Bahamas 77

354 Benin 7.5
355 Yakima, WA 7.5

356 Billings, MT 7.5
357 Pascagoula, MS 7.4

358 Nicaragua 7.3

359 Odessa, TX 7.2

360 Ocala, FL 7.2
361 Napa, CA 7d

362 College Station-Bryan, TX 7A

363 Columbia, MO 7.1

364 Florence, SC 7.1

365 Monroe, LA 7.0
366 Moldova 7.0
367 Racine, Wl 7.0

368 Haiti 6.9
369 Gainesville, GA 6.9

370 Saginaw-Saginaw TOwnshtp North, MI 6.9

371 Sioux City, lA-NESD 6.9
372 Casper, WY 6.9

373 Medford, OR 6.8
374 Panama City-Lynn Haven-Panama City Beach, FL 6.8

375 Greenville, NC 6.7
376 Santa Fe, NM 6.7

377 Bentl, OR 6.7

378 Kosovo 6.6

379 Laredo, TX 6.6
380 Eau Claire, WI 6.6
38t Zimbabwe 6.6
382 Tajikistan 6.5

383 Chlto, CA 6.5

384 Athens-Clarke County, GA 6.4
385 Bloomington, IN 6.3
386 Merced, CA 6.J

387 Harrisonburg, VA 6.3
388 State College, PA 6.2

389 Liechtenstein 62

390 Rwanda 62
391 Jefferson Clty, MO 69

392 Morgantown, WV 6.1

393 Wichita Falls. TX bd
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Rank Country or Metro Area yp~q

394 Bermuda 6.1
395 Johnson Citv. TN fi o

398

5.9

407 Terre Haute. IN 5.8

409 Mount Vemon-Anacortes. WA 58

415 8/acksburg-Christiansburg-Ratl/ord, VA 5.5
416 Bangor. ME g5

419 Victoria. TX 5 d

425 Sheboygan, Wl 5.2
426 Winchester, VA-WV 5.2
427 Redding, CA 5.2
428 Batt/e Creek, M/ 5.7
429 Vinelantl-M(llville-Bridgeton, NJ 5.1
430 Corvallis, OR 5.1
431 Jackson, M/ 5.7
432 Yuma, AZ 5.0
433 Guam 5.0
434 Lawton, OK- 5.0
435 The Republic of Guinea 5.0

436 Albany, GA 5.0
437 Decatur. AL 4.9
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Rank Country or Metro Area yp~~

438 E/ Centro, CA 4.9
439 Anderson, SC - 4.9
440 Janesville, W/ 4.9
447 Grand Junction. CO 4.9
442 Muskegon-Norton Shores, MI q,g

443 Columbus, IN 4.8

462

468 Nethedantls Antilles 4.3
469 Valdosta, GA 4.3
470 trend Forks. ND-MN a2

PA

476 Idaho Fa11s, ID 4.1
477 Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL 4.1
478 Williamsport, PA 49
479 Ocean City, NJ 4.0
480 Ames, IA 4.0
481 Swaziland 4.0
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492 Sherman-Denison. TX 3.~

494

UT-lD

3]

505 Michigan Ciry-La Porte, iN 3.6

Ponta Gortla. FL

52~ Danville. VA i.f

3.0

523 Elmira. NY 2.9

524 Bay Ciry, MI 2.8

525 Pocatello, ID p.g
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Rank ountry or Metro Area Zp~~

526 Carson City, NV 2.8

2]
528

529 Gadsden, AL y.7

530 Hot Springs AR 2.6
531 Danville, IL y,s

534 Lesotho
2.5

2A
537 Maldives 2.0
538 Cape Verde Islands ~.g

539 Burundi ~.7

1S

547 Antioua and Barbuda 1 1

548 Liberia ~,p

549 Seychelles 1.0
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Table 3: Gross Metropolitan Product of U.S. Metro Areas
and Gross State Protluct of U.S. States

(US$, Billions)

Rank State or Metro Area yp~~

1958.9
2 Texas 1308.1
3 New York-NoHhern New Jersey-LOnq Island NY-NJ-PA 1287.7
4 New York 1158.0
5 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Santa Ana CA 755 0
6 Florida 754.3
~ ui~~o~s s~o.~
8 Pennsylvania 5788
9 Chicago-Joliet-Naperville IL-IN-WI 546 8
10 New Jersey gg7,p
71 Ohio 484.0
72 North Carolina g3g.g
13 WashingtomArlington-Alexandria, OC-VA-MD-WV 433.9
14 Virginia gpg,g
15 Houston~Sugar Lantl-8aytowtt, TX gppq
16 Georgia q~g g
17 Dallas-Fort WOrth-Adingron, TX 407.3
18 Massachusetts 391.8
19 Michigan - 3852
20 Washington 355.1
21 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD 352.7
22 San Francisco-Oaklantl-Fremont, CA 335.3
23 Boston-Cam6ridge-Quincy MA-NH 326.0
24 Maryland 307.1
25 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta GA 2838
26 Minnesota pg~,7

sn seamedacoma-6ellevue, WA 242.0
36 Connecticut 230.1
37 Minneapolis-St. Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 208.5
38 Detroit-Warren-Livonia, MI 198.8
39 Oregon ~gq,7

40 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ f94.4

IHS Global lnsigh~ y3



Rank Slale or Metro Area yp~ ~

41 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa gara, CA ~gZ g
42 San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 175.0
43 Alabama ~73.~
44 South Carolina ~fi5.8
45 KenWCky ~gq,g

46 Denver-Aurora-BroomlielQ CO 1615
47 Oklahoma 155.0
48 Iowa 149.0
49 Baltimore-Towson, MD 148.0
50 Portland-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 739.4
5t Sf. Louis, MO-IL ~3~,~
52 Kansas 130.9
53 Nevada 130.4
54 Utah ~pq.s
55 PiHS6urgh, PA ~~g,g

56 Charlotte-Gastonia-Rock HiII, NC-SC 117.8
57 Tampa-Sf. Petersburg-C/earwater FL 975,p
58 Riversitle-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 111.3
59 Kansas Ciry, MO-KS 108.8
60 District of Columbia 107.6
61 Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 106.6
62 Arkansas 105.8
63 Indianapolis-Carmel IN 1053
64 Odantlo-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL - 105.0
65 Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 101.6
66 Mississippi g7 g
67 Columbus, OH gq,7
68 Nebraska gq,z
69 Austin-RO~ntl Rock-San Marcos, TX 94.0
70 Sacramento--Arden-Arcatle--Roseville, CA 93.7

79 New Mexico 7g,q
80 Salt Lake City, UT 7p.y
Bt Provitlence-New Betl/ord-Fall River, RI-MA 68.2
82 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 673
83 Hawaii 67.0
b4 Wesl Virginia 66.8
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Rank Slate or MetroArea yp»

85 Delaware 65.8
86 Rlchmonq VA 65.2
87 New Hampshire 636
88 Oklahoma City, OK 51.g
89

Jacksonville, FL 60.9
9d Raleigh

-Cary NC 59.8
91 Louisville-Je//ersan Caunfy KY-lN 58.8
92 Idaho - 57,g

93 Birmingham-Hoover, AL 53.9
94 Honolulu, HI 51.6
95 Maine 51.6
96 Alaska 51.4
97 Rhode Island 50.7
98 Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-lA 49.3
99 Tulsa, OK 46.4
100 Rochester, NY 45.6
107 BuNalo-Niagara Falls NY qq g

102 Baton Rouge, LA qq,g

103 Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA 40.7
104 AlbanySchenecfady-Troy NY 40.4
105 North Dakota 40.3
106 South Dakota qp.9

107 Durham-Chapel Hill, NC 39.6
108 New Haven-Milford, CT 39.6
109 Montana 38.0
110 Wyoming 37.6
111

A/6uquerque, NM 37.5

123 Warresteq MA 30.3
124 Fresno, CA 30.2
125 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA yg.9

126 E/ Paso, TX 28.8
127 Charlesfon-North Charleston-Summerville, SC 28.5
128 Anchorage, AK p7.g

IHS Global Insight y5



Rank State or Metro Area yp~q

129 Akron, OH 27.8

130 Trenton-Ewing, NJ 27.6

131 Syracuse, NY 27.3
132 Colorado Springs, CO 27.2

133 Toledo, OH 27.0

134 Wichita, KS 26.8

135 Boise City-Nampa, ID 26.7

136 Greenvi/IrMaultlin-Easley, SC 26.6

t 37 Portland-South Portland-Bidde/ord, ME 25.9

138 Vermont 25.9

139 ShreveportBossier City, LA 25.7

140 Jackson, MS 24.6

141 North Port-Bratlenton-Sarasota, FL 23.8

142 Lexingron-Fayette, KY 23.4

143 Winston-Salem, NC 232

144 Springfleltl, MA 23.1

145 Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Midtlletown, NY 22.3

146 Chattanooga, TN-GA 22.2

147 Manchester-Nashua, MH 22.0
148 Huntsville, AL 21.1

149 Lafayette, LA 20.7

150 Reno-Sparks, NV P0.7

t 51 Cape CoreFFOrt Myers, FL 20.7

152 Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta, CA 20.4

153 Santa Rasa-Petaluma, CA 20.3

154 Scranton--Wilkes-Barce, PA 19.9

755 Augusta-Richmontl County, GA-SC 19.6

156 Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 79.5

157 Lancaster, PA f9.5

158 Stockton, CA 19.4

159 Lansing-East Lansing, M! 19.4

160 Peoria, IL 19.2

161 Fayetteville-Spnngda7e-Rogers, AR-MO 19.0

762 BoWder, CO 18.9

163 Fort Wayne, IN 18.7

t64 - Spokane, WA 18.6

165 Ann Rrbor, MI 18.5

166 Davenport-Moline-Rock Islantl, lA-IL 78.3

167 Ogden-Cleartield, UT 18.3

168 Fayetteville. NC 78.3

170 Corous Christi. TX 78.7

171 Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX 17.9

172 .Evansville, IN-KY 77.4

IHS Global lnsigh~ 26



Rank State or Metro Area 2071

173 Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 17.0
174 Lakeland-Winter Haven, FL 16.6
775 Provo-Orem, UT 16.3
176 Siouz Falls, SD 16.1
777 Killeen-Temple-Fart Hood, TX 16.0
178 Mobile, AL 15.9
179 York-Hanover, PA 15.7
180 ChaHeston, WV 15.7
181 Green Bay, W/ 15.5
182 Motlesro, CA 15.2
983 Reatling, PA 15.1
184 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX 75.0
185 Lincoln, NE 14.9
186 Cedar Rapids, lA 14.9
187 Montgomery, AL 14.8
188 Spring/field, MO 14.5
189 Asheville, NC 14.4
190 Wilmingron, NC 141
t91 Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 14.2
192 Vallejo-FaiAield, CA 14.1
193 Norwich-New London, CT 13.8
194 Lake Charles, LA 73.5
195 Tallahassee, FL 13.4
196 Naples-Marco Island, FL 13.4
197 Atlantic Ciry-Hammonton, NJ 13.3
198 Salem, OR 13.3
199 Roanoke, VA 13.2
200 Savannah, GA 73.2
201 Canton-Massillon, OH 13.1
202 RocMord, IL 13.1
203 Midland, TX 12.7
204 Delfona-Daytona Beach-Omrond Beach FL 12.4
205 Columbus, GA-AL 12.3
206 Eugene-Springfield, OR 12.2
207 Fargo, ND-MN 722
208 South BendMlshawaka, IN-M/ 12.1
209 Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux LA 11.9
210 Hickory-Lenoir-Morganton, NC 7f.8
211 Fort Collins-Loveland, CO 11.8
272 Kalamazoo-Portage, M/ 77.8
213 Visalia-POrterville, CA 11.7
214 Flinf, M/ 19.q
215 Pon Sf. Lucie, FL 11.3
216 Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-OH 71.0
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Rank State or Metro Area 2011

217 Bmlingfon-South Bw/ington, Vi 10.9

218 San Luis 06ispo-Paso Robles, CA 10.9

279 Clarksville, TN-KY 10.8

220 Spartanburg, SC 10.8

221 Lubbock, TX 10.8

222 Kennewick-Richlantl-Pasco, WA 10.7

223 Gainesville, FL 10.5

224 APP/eron, WI 10.4

225 Lon view, TX 10.4

226 Amarillo, TX 10.4

227 GulfportBilaxi, MS 10.3

228 Fort Smith, AR-OK 10.2

229 Kin rt-B 'st 1-Brit 1, TN-VA 10 1

230 Duluth, MN-WI 10.1

231 Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA 9.9

233 Springfield, lL 9.8

234 Elkhart-Goshen, IN 9.8

235 Erie, PA 9.7

236 Crestview-Fart Walton Beach-Destin. FL 9.7

237 Chatlottesville, VA 9J

236 Bloomington-Normal, lL 9.5

239 Topeka, KS 9.4

240 Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle Beach-Conway, SC 9.3

241 Hollantl-Grand Haven, MI 9.2

242 Waco, ~ 9.7

243 Tyler, TX 9.1

244 Bremerton•Silvertlale, WA 9.0

245 OI i , WA 9 0

246 Tuscaloosa, AL 9.0

247 Utita-Rome, NY 8.9

248 Champaign-Urbana, IL B.9

249 L chb rg, VA 8 8

250 Bellingham, WA 8.8

251 Bamsfab/e Town, MA 8.6

252 JaCkSOnvllle, NC 8.6

253 Oshkosh-Neenah, Wl 8.4

254 Lafa ett , IN 8 4

255 Brownsville-Harlingen, TX 8.2

256 Waterloo-Cedar Falls, lA 8.Y

257 Binghamton, NY 8.1

258 Ha erstown-Martinsburg, MD-WV 7.9

259 Iowa City, IA 7.8

260 Greeley, CD 7.7
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Rank Slate or Metro Area 2011

261 St Cloud, MN 7.7

262 Macon, GA 7.7

263 Yakima, WA 7.5
264 Billings, MT 7.5

265 Pascagoula, MS 7.4

266 Otlessa, TX 72

267 Ocala, FL 7,2
268 Napa, CA 7,7

269 Col/ege Sfation-Bryan, TX 7.1

270 Columbia, MO 7A
271 Florence, SC 7.1

272 Monroe, LA 7.0
273 Racine, WI 7.0

274 Gainesville. GA 6.9
275 Saginaw-Saginaw Township North, M/ 6.9

276 Sioox Clty, lA-NE-SD 6.9
277 Casper, WY 6.9
278 Medford, OR 6.8
279 Panama City-Lynn Haven-Panama Ciry Beach, FL 6.8

280 Greenville, NC 6J

281 Santa Fe, NM 6.7

282 Bend, OR 6.7

283 Laredo, TX 6.6
2&} Eau Claire, WI 6.6

286 Athens-Clarke County, GA 6.4
287 Bloomington, IN 6.3

288 Mercetl, CA 8.3

289 Harrisan6urg, VA 6.3
290 State College, PA 6.2

291 Jefferson City, MO 6.1

292 Morgantown, WV 6.1

293 Wichita Falls, TX 6.T
294 Johnson Ciry, TN 6.0
295 Dover, DE 6.0

296 Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna, WV-OH 5.9
297 Joplin, MO 5.9

298 Terre Haute, IN 5.8

299 La Crosse, WI-MN 5.8

300 Abilene, TX 5.7

301 Wausau, WI 5J

302 Las Cruces, NM 5.7

303 Niles-Benfon Harbor, Ml 5.7

304 Warner Robins. GA 5.7
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Rank State or Metro Area 2011

305 Bismarck, ND 5.6

306 Mo~n[Vernon-Anacortes, WA 5.6

307 Decatur, IL 5.6

308 AleXantlfia, LA 5.6

309 Rocky Mount, NC 5.6

310 Dal[on, GA 5.6

311 Elizabethtown, KY 5.6

3t2 Blacksburg~Christiansburg•Rad/ord, VA 5.5

313 Bangor, ME 5.5

314 Wheeling, WV-OH 5.4

315 Victoria, TX 5.4

316 Farmington, NM 5.3

317 Pitts/field, MA 5.3

318 Cheyenne, WY 5.3

319 Rapid Ci[y, SD 5.3

320 Fairbanks, AK 5.?

321 Sheboygan, WI 5.2

322 Winchester, VA-WV 5.2

323 Redding, CA 5.1

324 Battle Creek, MI 5.1

325 Vineland-Millville-Bridgeton, NJ 5.1

326 Corvallis, OR 5.1

327 Jackson, MI 5.1

328 Yuma, AZ 5.0

329 Lawton. OK 5.0

331 Decatur, AL 4.9

332 EI Centro, CA 4.9

333 Antlerson, SC 4.9

334 Janesville, WI 4.9

335 C+rand Junction, CO 4.9

336 Muskegon-Norton Shores, MI 4.9

337 Columbus. IN 4.8

339 Jackson. TN 4.8

340 Hattiesburg, MS 4.8

341 Flagstaff, A2 4.B

342 Missoula, MT 4.7

343 Lima, OH 4.7

344 Burlington. NC 4.6

345 Dubuque, IA 4.6

346 Bowling Green, KY 4.6

347 Dothan, AL 4.6

348 St. Joseph, MO-KS 4.6
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Rank State or Metro Area yp~~

349 Texarkana-Texarkana, TX-AR 4.6
350 Kingston, NY 4.6
351 Prescott, AZ 4.5
352 Coeur d'A/ene, ID 4.4
353 Jonesboro. AR d d

354 Owensboro. KY d.4

355 Altoona, PA 4.3
356 Pueblo, CO 4:3
357 Hanlortl-Corcoran, CA 4.3
358 Valdosta, GA 4.3
359 Grentl Forks, ND-MN 4.2
360 San Angelo, TX 4.2
361 Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL 4.1
362 Salisbury, MO 4.1
363 Goldsboro, NC 4.1
364 Johnstown, PA 4.1
365 Idaho Falls, ID 4.1
366 Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL 4.1
367 Williamsport, PA 4.7
368 Ocean Clry, NJ 4.0
369 Ames, IA 4.0
370 Lebanon, PA 3.9
371 Fond du Lac, WI 3.9
372 Ithaca, NY 3.9
373 Glens Falls, NY 3.9
374 Lewiston-Auburn, ME 3.8
375 Wenafchee-East Wenatchee, WA 3.8
376 Kokomo, IN 7,g

377 Madera-Chowchilla. CA 3.8
378 Hinesville-Fort Stewart, GA 3.7
379 Lawrence, KS 3.7
380 Sherman-Denison, TX 3.7
387 Logan, UT-ID 3.7
382 Anniston-Oxlord, AL 3.7
383 Auburn-Opelika, AL ' 3.7
384 Spring/field, OH 3.7
385 Mans/field, OH 3.7
386 Monroe, MI 3.6
387 Cleveland, TN 3.6
388 Lake Havasu Ciry-Kingman AZ 3.6
389 Michigan City-La Porte, IN 3.6

390 Sc George, UT 3.6
391 Steubenville-WeiROn, OH-WV 3.6
392 Morristown, TN 3.5

IHS Global insight 31



Rank Siale or Metro Area yp~~

393 Muncie, IN 3.J

394 Punta Gorda, FL 3.3

395 Sandusky, OH 3.3

396 Rame, GA 3.2

397 Pine BIuH, AR 3.2

398 Anderson, IN 31

399 Kankakee-Bradley, IL 3.2

400 Brunswick, GA 32

401 Sumter, SC 3.1

402 Great Falls. MT 32

404 Lon i , WA 30

405 Elmire, NY 2.9

406 Ba City, Ml 28

407 Pocatello, lD 2.8

408 Carson Cit . NV 2 8

409 Cum6erlantl, MD-WV 2.7

410 Gadstlen, AL 2.7

411 Hot Springs, AR 2.8

412 Danville, IL 2.5

413 Lewiston, ID-WA 2d

4t4 Palm Coast, FL 1.3
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Table 4: The Gross Metropolitan Protluct of the Top 10 Metro Areas in 2011
Exceeded the Combined Output of the Following 36 States

To[al Gross Metro Product:

$5.14

➢ New York, NY-NJ-PA
Los Angeles, CA

> Chicago, IL-IN-WI
Washington, DC-VA-M0.VW

D Houston, TX
➢ Dallas-Fort Worth, TX
➢ Philadelphia, PA-NJ-DE-MD
➢ San Francisco, CA
D Boston, MA-NH
➢ AAanta, GA

s grea er
than

1

Total Gross State Product:

$4.86 trillion

➢ Vermont
Wyoming
Montana

'r South Dakota
i North Dakota
➢ Rhode Island
v Alaska
7 Maine

Idaho
Y New Hampshire
Y Delaware

West Virginia
Y Hawaii
➢ New Mexico
r Nebraska
,^ Mississippi
➢ Arkansas

➢ District of Columbia
➢ Utah

➢ Nevada
v Kansas
➢ Iowa

➢ Oklahoma
➢ Kentucky

➢ South Carolina
➢ Alabama

~ Oregon
➢ Connecticut

Y Louisiana
v Missouri
D Wisconsin
Y Arizona
➢ Colorado

r Tennessee
r Indiana

➢ Minnesota
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Table 5: Average Annual Growth of U.S. Me[ro Area Economies (2007~20t1)

Grow[h Rank

4

6 Hinesville-Foh Stewah, GA 1.7 3] Z9

AL

34 Anchorage, AK t5.6 27.9 6.0
35 Kennewick-Richland-Pasco, WA 6.0 10] 6.0
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Average Annual
Growth Rank 2001 2011 GrovRh Rate

Rol

77 Trenton-Ewinp NJ 169 276 50

84 Brownsville-Harlingen, TX 5.1 82 5.0

89 Sale College, PA 3.9 62 4.9
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Average Annual
Growth Rank 1001 20tt Grovrth Rate

91 Dallas-Fort Wohh-Adingtory TX 249.7 401.3 4.9

92 Greenville, NC 42 67 4.9

48

ulC

102 Wenatchee-East Wenatchee, WA 2.4 3.8 4.6

103 San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles, CA 6.9 10.9 4.6
104 Nashville-Davitlson-MUrtreesboro--Frenklin, TN 54.3 85.1 4.6
105 Iowa City IA 5.0 7.8 4.6

114 San Angelo, TX 2.7 42 4.5
115 Omaha-Council BNfls, NE-IA 31 8 49.3 4.5

122 Columbia, MO 4.6 7.1 4.4

723 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 1578 242.0 44

44

127 Chado~~e-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 77.1 117.8 43

128 San Diego-Carlsbatl-San Marcos, CA 114.5 175.0 4.3

129 Virginia Beach-NOrtolk-Newport News. VA-NG 52.7 804 4.3

130 Jacksonville, FL 39.9 60.9 4.3
iii ro~mo~~ wn Fo an ea

733 Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL 2] 4.1 4.3

734 Jonesboro, AR 2.g 4A 4.3
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Average Annual
Grovrth Rank 2001 2011 Growth Rate

138 Bremerton-Silvertlale, WA 6.0 90 4.3

141

744 Rapitl Cit , SD 3 5 5 3 42

t45 Missoula, MT 3.1 4.7 42

146 Winchester, VA-VN/ 3A 62 42

147 Farmin lon, NM 3.5 5.3 42

148 SL Jose h, MO-KS 3.0 4.6 4 2

155 Eugene-Springfieltl, OR 82 122 4.1

159 La Grosse, Wl-MN 3.9 5.8 4.1

160 Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NV iS0 22.3 4.0

161 Lake Havasu Cit -Kingman, AZ 2.4 3.6 4.0

167 Bloomin ton-Normal, iL 6.4 9.5 4.0

773 Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta, CA 13.8 20.4 3.9

178 Norwich-New London, C7 9.4 '13.8 3.9

179 Denver-Aurora-Broomfeltl, C0 110.1 161.5 3.9
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Average Annual
Growth Rank 2001 2011 Growth Rate

II.SR Pillions

780 Monroe, LA 4.8 ZO 3.9

781 Sacremenro--Arden-Arcade--Roseville, CA 63.6 93.3 3.9

183 Philadelphia-Camtlen-Wilmingron, PA-NJ-DE-MD 240.9 352.7 3.9

184 Riversitle-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA ]62 1113 3.9

188 Santa Fe, NM 4.6 6 7 3.8

189 SL Cloutl, MN 5.3 7] 3.8

202 MinneapoliSSt. Pavl-Bloomington, MN-WI 145 0 208.5 37

212 Cumbetlantl, MD-VW 1.9 27 3.6

224 ~ecaWr, AL 3.5 4.9 3.5
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Grovrth Rank 2001 2011 Grow[h Rate
IISF Rillinna °/

226 Blacksburg-0hristiansburg-ftatlford, VA 3.9 5.5 3.4

232 Provitlence-New Bedford-Pall River, RI-MA 48.7 682 3.4

243 Atlanta-Sandy SpringsMarietta GA 204.4 283.8 33

244 Harrisburg-Catlisle PA 20.8 28.9 3.3

250 Athens-Clarke County, GA 4.6 6.4 3.3

269 Buflafo-Niagara Falls, NY 33.0 44.8 3.7
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Growth Rank 2007 2011 Carowth Rate

US$ Billions

970 Hnt Snrinns AR 1 Q 2B 3.1

403 6

31

311 South Bend-Mishawaka, IN-MI 92 12.1 L./

312 Wichita, KS 20.7 26.8 26

313 Greenville-Mauitlin-Easley SC 20.6 26.6 2.6

314 Wausau, Wl 44 5J 2.6
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332 Atlantic City-Hammonton, NJ 1~.8 13.3 2.3
333 Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 85.3 106.fi 2.3
334 Burlington. NC 3] 4.6 22

351 Youngstown-Warren-Boardman OH-PA 14.7 1].0 1.4
352 Hickory-Lenoir-Morganton, NC 10.4 11.8 1.3
353 Santa Cruz-Watsonville, GA 8.9 9.9 1.1

64 6.9 OJ
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Average Annual

363 Flint, MI 71.5 11 4 -0.1
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Table 6: Metro Area Shares of U.S. Production (2011)

(US$, Billions)

Rest of

InFOrmalion Services $638 $25 $662

Percents e .`_; 98°/n ~ 44TH - ~-

FinancialAdivities $2,840 $i6~ $3,008

percentage - 94% s ~: ;. b"$y
Professional8 Business Services $1,811 $B7 $1,898

k par~a~e
~~ 

sei
~ 

~ 
~m ~$1,321~Etlucatlon8 Health Services $1,193 $12"lo-
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Table 7: Gross Metropolitan Product as a Share of Gross State Product

2011 GMP °/, of GSP
Alaska

Anchorage, AK $27.89 54.3
Fairbanks, AK $525 t02

Sum of Metro Areas $33.14 64.5
Alabama

2.1

AL

Columbus, GA-AL $0.93 0.5
Decatur, AL $4.95 2.9
Dothan, AL $4.61 2.7
Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL $4.13 2.4
Gadsden, AL $2.66 1.5
Huntsville AL $21.13 122

At

Tuscaloosa, AL $8.98 52
Sum o/Metro Areas $139 41 80.5

Hot Springs, AR $2.64 2.5
Jonesboro, AR $4.38 4.1
Little Rock-North Little Rock, AR $33.95 32.1
Memphis, TN-MS-AR $1.32 1.3
Pine Bluff, AR $325 3.1
Texarkana, TX-Texarkana, AR $1.05 7.0

Sum n/ Mefro Areas $73.71 69.6

Lake Havasu, AZ $3.61 1.4
Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale,AZ $194.40 752
Prescott, AZ $4.47 17
Tucson, AZ $32.59 12.6
Yuma, AZ $5.04 2.D
Sum o/Metro Areas $244.88 94.7
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2011 GMP % o/ GSP
Hanford-Corcoran, CA $4.29 0.2

CA

0.3

CA

Sacramento--Arden-Arcatle--Roseville, CA $9329 4.8

1.0

CA

Vallejo-Fairtield, CA $14.11 0.7
Visalia-PoAervilie, CA $11.69 0.6
Yuba City, CA $4.80 02
Sumo/Metro Areas $1,933.47 98.7

1.8

Sum of Metro Areas

Connecticut

Bridgeport-Stamford-Norwalk, CT $82.13 35.7
HaMOrd-West Hatlford-East Hartford, CT $85.66 372
New Haven-Milford, CT $39.60 172
Norrvich-New London, CT $13.79 6D
Sumo/Metro Areas $221.18 96.t

DisUict of Columbia

Delaware

Dover, DE 86.02 9.2

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA-NJ-DE-MD (MSA) $54.00 82.1
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2a~1 GMP % of GSP

Sumo/Me(ro Alas 560.02 91.3

2.7

$10.45

Lakeland. FL Si6.57 22

Miami-Pod Lautlertlale-Miami Beach, FL $260.04 34.5

Naples-Marco Island, FL $13.38 1.8

Ocala, FL $7.17 1.0

Orlando-Kissimmee, FL $105.01 13.9

Palm Coasl, FL $133 02

Palm Bay-Melbourne-TiWSVille, FL $19.51 2.6

Panama City-Lynn Haven, FL $6 78 0.9

Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL $14.18 1.9

Port St. Lucie-Fort Pierce, FL $1726 1.5

Punta Gorda, FL $326 0.4

Sarasota-Bradenton-Venice, FL $23.7fi 32

Tallahassee, FL $13.40 7.8

Tampa-St. Petersburg-Clearwater, FL $115.15 15.3

Vero Beach, FL $4.09 0.5

Sum of Me(m Areas $729.00 96.7

Athens-Clarke Couniv. GA 56.37 1.5

Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA $283.77 67.7

Augusta-Richmond Counl , GA-SC $1338 32

Brunswick, GA 83.19 0.8

Chattanooga, TN-GA $2.33 0.6

Columbus, GA-AL 511.38 2 7

Daltoq GA $5.58 1.3

Gainesville, GA $6.92 7]

Hinesvilie-Fort Stewart, GA $375 0.9

Macon, GA $7.67 1.8

Rome, GA $325 0.8

Savannah, GA $1321 3.2

Valdosta, GA $425 1.0

Warner Robins, GA $5.69 1 4

Sum of Mefro Areas $375.71 89.7

Hawaii

Honolulu, HI $51.60 77.0

Sum o/ Metm Aiees

Iowa
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2071 GMP % of GSP

Ames, IA $3.98 2.7

Cetlar Rapids, IA - $14.90 10.0

3.1

Iowa Cily, IA $7.81 52

Omaha-Council BNNS, NE-IA $3.89 2.6

Sioux City, IA-NE-SD $4.61 3.1

Waterloo-Cedar Falls, lA $8.16 5.5

Sum o(Metw Areas $96.32 64.6

Itlaho

Boise City-Nampa, ID $26.70 46.1

Coeur tl'Alene, 10 $4.47 7.6

Idaho Falls, ID $4.t0 7.1

Lewiston, ID-WA $1.68 2.9

Logan, UT-ID $0.17 0.3

Pocatello, ID $2.81 4.8

Sumo/Melm Areas $39.86 68.8

Illinois

Bloomington-Normal, IL $9.50 7.4

Champaign-Urbana, IL $8.86 1.3

Chicago-NapervilleJOliet, IL-IN-WI (MSA) $516.23 77.0

Danville, IL $2.47 0.4

Davenport-Moline-Rock Island, IA-IL $10.62 1 6

Decatur, IL $5.63 0.8

Kankakee-Bradley, IL $320 0.5

Peoria, IL $19.19 2.9

Rockford, IL $13.08 1.9

Springfield IL $9.83 7.5

SL Louis, MO-IL $21.46 32

Sum o/ Mefio Areas $620.06 92.4

Indiana

Anderson, IN $320 12

Bloomington, IN $6.35 2.3

Chicago-Naperville-Joliet, IL-IN-WI (MSA) X25.65 92

Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN $1.65 0.6

Columbus, IN $4.87 1 7

Elkhart-Goshen, IN $9.80 3.5

Evansville, IN-KY 515.33 5.5

Fort Wayne, IN $18.68 6.7

Indianapolis IN $105.31 37.9

Kokomo, IN $3.76 1.4

2.8
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Terre Haute. IN

,?

Sum of Mefro Alas $234.85 84.4

Kansas

Kansas City, MO-KS $50.00 382

Lawrence, KS $3.75 2.9

St. Joseph, MO-KS $0.18 0.7

Topeka, KS $9.44 72

___.
Sum of Metro ABas $90.16 68.9

Kentucky

Bowling Green, KY $4.62 2.8

Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN $16.12 9.8

Clarksville, TN-KY $7.09 4.3

Elizabethtown, KY $5.58 3.4

Evansville. IN-KY $2.07 1.3

Louisville, KY-IN $50.98 30.9

Owensboro, KY $4.38 2.7

Sum o(Metro Areas $~~7.96 71.6

Louisiana

Alexandria, LA $5.61 2 3

Baton Rouge, LA $44.52 18.0

Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux, LA $1190 4.8

Lake Charles, LA $13.49 5.4

LA

New Otleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA $8027 32.4

Shreveport-Bossier City, LA $25.66 10 4

Sum of Mefz Areas $20922 64.5

Barnstable Town. MA

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH (MSA) $303.92 77.6

Pittsfeld, MA $5 26 1.3

Providence-New Betlford-Fall River, RI-MA $18.07 4.6

Springfield, MA $23.09 5.9

Worcester, MA $30.27 7.7

Sum of Metm Areas $38923 99 4

Marylantl

Baltimore-Towson, MD $147.95 49.t

Cumbetland, MD-VW $2.12 07
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2011 GMP % of GSP

HageretowmMartinsburg, MD-VN/ $5.30 1.8

Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington, PA~NJ-DE-MD (MSA) $3.14 1.0

Salisbury, MD $4.13 1 4

Washington-Atlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-VN/ (MSA) $121.94 40.5

Sumo/MetroAreas $284.59 94.5

Maine

Bangor, ME - $5.49 10.6

Lewiston-Auburn, ME $3.82 7.4

Portland-South Portland-Biddeford, ME $25.94 50.3

Sum o/Mefm Areas $35.25 68.3

Michigan

Ann Arbor, Ml $1846 4.8

Battle Creek, MI $5.11 1.3

51.6

Flint, MI $11.43 3.0

Grand Rapitls-Wyoming, MI $3330 8.6

Holland-Grantl Haven, MI $923 2 4

Jackson, MI $5.06 7.3

Kalamazoo-Portage, MI $17.80 3.1

Lansing-East Lansing MI $1944 5.0

Monroe, MI $3.65 0.9

Muskegon-Norton Shores, MI $4.86 1.3

Niles-Benton Harbor, MI $5.71 1.5

Saginaw-Saginaw Township NOrth MI $6.91 1.8

South Bend-Mishawaka, W-MI $0.71 02

Duluth, MN-WI 58.80 3.1

Fargo, ND-MN $1.55 0.6

Grand Forks, ND-MN $0.86 0.3

La Crosse, WI-MN $0.31 0.1

Minneapolis-SL Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI $205.34 72.9

Rochester, MN $9.86 3.5

SL Cloud, MN $7.68 27

Sum o(Metm Aieas $23440 832

Missouri

Columbia, MO $7.10 2.8

Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers, AR-MO $0.44 02

Jefferson City, MO $6.72 2S

....Joplin MO.. $5.89 2.4

5.8

5l. Joseoh. MO-KS
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2017 GMP % of GSP
Si. Louis, MO-IL 5111.66 44 7
Sumo/Metro Areas $208.93 83.7

Jackson, MS $24.63 252

Sum o/Mefm Areas $52.89 54.1
Montana

Billings, MT $7.48 19.7
Great Palls, M7 $3.16 8.3

5.37 40 4
North Carolina

Asheville, NC $14.39 3.3
Budington,NC $q.sp ~,~

9.63 9.0

6.25 4.1

4.12 0.9

5.87 82

"0.74 1.5

1.82 2.7
Jacksonville, NC $8.59 2.0
Raleigh-Cary, NC $59.81 13.6
Rocky Mount, NC $5.60 t 3

VA-NC

3.2
Winston-Salem, NC $2322 5.3
Sum of Metro Areas $35669 87.1

North Dakota

Bismarck, ND $5.64 14.0
Fargo, ND-MN $10.68 26.5
Grand Forks, NO-MN $3.39 8.4
Sum o/ Mefm Areas $19.71 48.9

Nebraska

Lincoln, NE $~4.9t 15.8
Omaha-Council Bluffs, NE-IA $4540 482
Sioux City, IA-NE-SD $1.31 1 4
Sum oI Meho Areas ~ $61.62 65.4

New Hampshire

Boston-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH (MSA) $22.03 34.7
Manchester-Nashua, NH $22.04 34.7
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2011 GMP % of GSP
Sum o/Metro Areas $44.08 69.3

New Jersey

Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ $3.48 0]

Sum of Metro Areas

NeW Mexico

Albuquerque, NM $37 52 47 2
Farmington, NM $5.35. 6 7
Las Cruces, NM $5.73 7.2
Santa Fe, NM $6.73 8.5
Sumo/Metro Areas $55.32 69.7

Carson City, NV $z,gp 2 ~
Las Vegas-Paradise, NV $y9,7g 7p,q

_ Reno-Sparks, NV $20.72 15.9

NY

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA (MSA) $910.67 78.6
Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Middletown, NY $22.32 1.9
Rochester, NY $45.61 3.9
Syracuse, NY $p7,gg yq

123.19
Ohio

Akron, OH $y,gq 5,g

Canton-Massillon.OH ¢~~~i ~~

OH

02
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14 0.4

Sandusky, OH $325 07

Springfield OH $3.70 0.8

Toledo, OH $27.00 5.6

WeirtonSteubenville, VW-OH $1.97 0.4

Younostown-Warren-Boardman. OH-PA 813.31 2B

Sum o/ Mef~o Areas $422.47 87.3

L1•.d~77

r77

39.9

Bend,OR $6.69 34

Corvallis, OR $5.07 2.6

Eugene-Sorinafield. OR $1224 6.3

63.7

Salem, OR $1329 6.8

Sum o(Mefro Areas $168.18 86.4

Pennsylvania
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easloq PA-NJ $27.14 4]

Altoona, PA $4.33 0]

Erie, PA $9.74 t]

Harrisburg-Carlisle PA $28.92 5.0

Johnstown, PA $4.11 0.7

Lancaster, PA $19.48 3.4

Lebanon, PA $3.92 0.7

New York-Northern New Jersey-Long Island, NY-NJ-PA (MSA) $0.78 0.1

Reading, PA $75.15 2.6

Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA $19.94 34

State College, PA $620 1.1

Williamsport PA $4.09 0.7

Vork-Hanover, PA $75.72 2]

Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA $3.64 0.6

Sum of Mefro Areas $520.30 89 9

Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA $50.09 100.0
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2011 GMP % of GSP

Augusta-Richmond County, GA-SC $6 25 3.8

Charleston-North Charleston, SC $28.54 172

Charblte-Gastonia-Conmrd,NGSC $842 S.t

Columbia, SC $31.90 192

Florence, SC $7.08 4.3

Greenville, SC $2662 16.1

Myrtle Beach-Conway-North Myrtle Beach, SC $928 5.6

Spartanburg, SC $10.78 6.5

Sumter, SC $3.17 1.9

Sum of Metm Areas $136.98 82.6

South Dakota

Ra id City, SD $5 25 13.7

Sioux Ciry, lA-NE-SD $0.96 24

Sioux Falls, SD $16.12 40.2

Sumo/Metm Areas $22.34 55.7

Tennessee

Chattanooga. TN-GA $19.89 7.5

Cleveland. TN 53.64 1.4

Jackson, TN $4.80 1.6

Johnson City, TN $6.03 2.3

Kingsport-Bristol-Bristol, TN-VA $7.31 2.7

Memohis. TN-MS-AR 56022 226

Morristown, TN $3 48 1.3

Nashville-Davidson--Murtreesbom, TN $SS.tO 31.9

Sum o1 Metro Areas $225.67 84.7

Texas

Abilene, TX $574 04

Amarillo, TX $10.36 0.8

Austin-Round Rock, TX $94.05 7.2

Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX $17.88 1.4

Brownsville-Harlingen, TX $821 0.6

College Station-Bryan, TX $7.11 0 5

Corpus Christi, TX $18.13 7 4

Dallas-Fort Worth-Arlingloq TX 5401.32 30.7

EI Paso, TX $2877 22

Houston-Sugar Land-Baytown, TX $420.39 32.1

Killeen-Tem le-Fort Hootl, TX $16.04 1 2

Laretlo, TX $6.57 0.5

Lon vie TX $10 36 O S

Lubbock, TX $10.76 0.8
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2011 GMP % of GSP

McAllen-Edinburg-Mission, TX $14.99 1.1
Midlantl, TX $12.67 1 0

Odessa, TX $7.17 0.5

San Angela TX $4.t6 0.3
San Antonio, TX $87.62 6 7

Sherman-Denison, TX $3.74 0.3
Texarkana, T%-Texarkana, AR $3.53 0.3

Tyler. TX $9.09 07
Victoria, TX $5.38 0.4

Waco, TX $9.12 0 7

Wichita Palis, TX $6.07 0.5
Sumo/Metro Aieas $1,27924 932

Logan, UT-ID $3.54 2.8
Ogden-Clearfield, UT $1826 -14]

Provo-Orem, UT $16.33 13.1
Salt Lake City, UT 87222 58.0

St. George, U7 $3.6a 2.9
Sum of Matio Areas $113.95 91.5

Virginia

Blacksburg-Christiansburg-Radford, VA $5.49 1.3

Chadotlesville, VA $9.65 2.3

Danville, VA $3.05 0]
Harrisonburg, VA $6.29 1.5
Kin s oh-Bristol-Bristol, TN-VA $2.78 0.6
Lynchburg, VA $8.84 2.1

Richmond, VA $65.18 152

Roanoke, VA $1324 3.1
Virginia Heath-Nortolk-Newport News, VA-NC $79.96 t8.6
Washington-Arlington-Alexandria, OC-VA-MD-WV (MSA) $203.15 474
Winchester, VA-Vw $4.90 1.1

Sumo/Mabo Areas $402.53 93.9

Vermont

Burlington-South Burlington, VT $10.94 422

Sum o/Metro Areas

Washington

Bellingham, WA $8.76 2.5

BremertonSilverdale, WA $8.04 2.5

Kennewick-Richland-Pasco, WA $70.70 3.0

Lewiston, ID-WA $0.39 0.1

Longview, WA $3.03 0.9

Mount Vernon-Anacortes, WA $5.63 1.6
Olympia, WA $9.03 2.5

Portland-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR-WA $75.37 4.3

IHS Global Insight 54



1 GMP % of

682

Wenatchee, WA g3 ~g ~ q

Wyoming

Casper, WY $6 88 18 3
Cheyenne, VJY $5 26 14 D
Sum o/Melm Areas $12.14 323
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Table 8: Real GMP and Employment Growth Rates, 20t1 antl 2012

(% Annual Change)

flank
chg Employment
2011 2012

% chg Real GMP
2011 2012

i New Vork-Northern New Jerse -Lon Island, NV-NJ-PA 1.1 1.7 1.1 7.8
2 Los An eles-Lon Beach-Santa Ana, CA 0.8 1.1 1.9 iJ
3 Chicago-JOliet-Naperville, IL-IN-WI 1.0 1.0 1.4 12
4 Housbo-SU ar Land-Baytowq TX 2.6 32 3.8 3.5
5 Washin ton-Atlin ton-AI¢xantlria, OGVA-MO-WJ 12 1.4 0.9 12
6 Dallas-FOh Worth-Atlin ton. TX 2.1 19 2.9 2.4

Philatlel hia-0amtlen-Wilmin fon, PA-NJ-0E-MD 0.3 72 04 1.0
8 San Francisco-Oaklantl-Fremont, CA 0.9 2A 2.1 2.8
9 Boston-Cambntl e-Quincy, MA-NH 0.7 iB 24 2]
70 Atlanta-Santl Sprin s-Marietta, GA 1.3 1.5 2.1 7.8
11 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-POm ano Beach, FL 1.5 1.1 07 12
12 Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue, WA 1.6 2.0 2.6 2.]
13 Minnea olis-St. Paul-Bloomin bn, MN-WI 1.7 1.5 2.0 1.3
14 San Jose-Bunn vale-Santa Qara, CA 2 8 3.3 7.5 32
15 Detroi4Warren-Livonia. Ml 22 i.9 2.6 1.5
i6 Phoenix-Mesa-Glentlale, AZ 1.4 2.5 1.8 2.9
17 San Diego-Catlsbad-San Marcos, CA 0.8 D.9 1.3 1.8
78 Denveo-Aurora-emomfieitl,CO 1.5 2] 2.1 27
79 Potllantl-Vancouver-Hillsboro, OR-WA 1.8' 1 6 5.5 2.5
20 Baltimore-Towson, MD to i 6 1.1 1.4
21 Si. Louis, MO-IL 0.] 04 0.7 0.5
22 Chatlotle-Gastonia-Rock Hill, NC-SC 23 1] 2$ 2.9
23 Pittsbur h, PA 2.1 1.3 2.3 7.1
24 Tam a-Sl Petersbur -Clearwater, FL 1.8 1.5 1 D 12
25 Riversitle-San Bernardino-Ontario, GA 0.3 t.6 0.5 23
26 Kansas Ciry, MO-KS 0.9 1 4 1.0 1.5
27 Otlantlo-KissimmeeSanford, FL 1.1 i.i 0.6 1.1
28 Cleveland-El ria-Mentor, OH 0.1 0.3 09 1.0
29 Indiana olis-Carmel, IN 12 7.8 0.8 0.8
30 Austin-ROUntl Rock-San Marcos, TX 2.9 29 5.0 3.6
31 Cincinnati-Mitldletown, OH-KV-IN 0.9 2.1 0.9 2.3
32 Columbus, OH 1.5 1.9 1 6 2.1
33 Sacramento--Arden-Arcatle--Roseville, CA 4.0 0.6 -03 ~ 7.9
34 Las Ve as-Paradise, NV 0.6 0.4 00 0.8
35 San Antonio-New Breun(eIS, TX 1.1 iJ 3.1 2]
36 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, Wl 1.0 -0.4 1.6 0.5
3] Nashville-Davidsoo-MUrtreesboro--Frenkiin, TN 2.4 1.9 2.6 2.1
38 Hatllortl-West Hartford-East Had(or0, CT 1.1 0.8 2.5 7.8
39 Britl e ortStamfortl-NOrv'alk, CT 12 0.8 1.8 1 4
40 Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newpotl News, VA-NC 02 0.6 -0.1 -02
47 New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 1.4 1.1 0.6 0.6
42 Salt Lake Cit , UT 22 2.9 2.3 2.5
43 Pmvitlence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 02 0.6 0.9 0.9
44 Mem his, TN-MS-AR 0.9 1.6 1.1 1.4
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Rank
chg Employment
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45 Richmond, VA 1 2 0.9 0.5 0.3
46 Oklahoma Cif , OK 2.1 2.3 25 1.5
47 Ralei h-Ca , NC 22 2.3 3A 2.6
46 Jacksonville, FL t2 0.8 07 0.9
49 Louisville-Jefferson County, KY-IN 1.1 2] 0.5 1.9
50 Birmingham-Hoover, AL -0 2 0.4 -0.7 0.1

51 Honolulu, HI 1.0 O.v 0.0 -0.1

52 Omaha-Council BWHS, NE-IA 0] 1.4 1.0 2.4

53 Tulsa, OK 04 2.5 -0.1 2.5
54 Rochester, NV 1.1 1.9 0] 1.6

55 6uHalo-Nia are Falls, NY 0.8 1.0 0.3 0.5
Sfi Baton Rou e, lA 1 4 0.9 0.8 LS

57 Durham-Cho el Hill, NC 0.9 iB 2] 2.0

58 Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA 0.7 1.4 2.4 1.9

59 Albu uer ue, NM 0.0 0.1 0.4 0.5

80 Alban -SChenectad Tro , NV -0.1 1.9 -0 7 1 4
61 New Haven-MiltofQ CT 1.1 1.0 7.9 1.0
62 Matlison, WI 07 -0.6 1.6 0.0

63 Oxnartl-Thousantl Oaks-Ventura, CA 0.5 0.6 0.8 1.6

64 Greensboro-Hi h Point, NC 0] 2.1 2.0 2.7

65 Little Rock-NOtlh Little Rock-COnvrdy, AR 0.0 0.1 0.9 12

66 Da ton, OH 7.5 1.0 1.8 L2
67 Grantl Ra ids- omin , MI 2.4 7.9 1.9 1.5

68 Tucson, AZ 0.1 1.0 0.5 1.4

69 Columbia, SC OA 2.1 0.3 2.1

70 Knoxville, TN 2.3 2.5 2.7 2.6
]1 BakersfeldDelano, CA 2.1 19 24 4.1

72 Worcester, MA 0.8 03 22 1.9

73 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ 1.3 1.6 i.6 1.5
74 Fresno, CA 02 2.0 0.8 3.0

75 Anchors e, AK 1.3 0.3 1.0 0.8
76 EI Paso, TX 0.9 22 2.8 3.1

77 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5
78 Boise Cit -Nam a, ID 12 2.1 2.1 2.6

79 Charleston-North Charlesron-Summerville, SC 2.8 LS 2.5 2.0
80 Cobratlo 5 rings, CO 1.1 12 2.3 i.9

87 Akmn, OH 0.7 02 0.8 0.8
82 Tren~oo-Ewin , NJ 0.7 12 1.7 0]

83 5 racuse, NY 0.5 1.4 -0.3 0.3
84 Toletla, OH 1 2 0.6 12 0.8
85 Wichita, KS -02 t5 0.1 l.5

86 Shreve oh-Bossier Ci ,LA 1.5 0.5 2] -0.9
8] Portlantl-$OWh Portlantl-Bitltlefortl, ME 0.3 0.4 0.0 1.1

88 Greenville-Mauldin-Easle , SC 2.4 0.6 2 4 0.5

89 Jackson, MS - 1.1 0.6 0] 0.4

90 North Port-Braden~oo-5arasota, FL 0.] 1.4 0.1 1.0
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91 Lenin tomFa ette, KV 0.5 1.4 Q2 1.1

92 Manthesteo-Nashua, NH 0.8 -0.6 1.7 0.1

93 Winston-Salem, NC 0.5 08 i.3 0.4

94 Pou bkeepsie-NEwbur h-MitlO~etown, NV 0.8 0.9 04 0.1

95 S rin field, MA 0.3 -0.5 0] 0.3

96 Chattanooga, TN-GA 7.4 15 2.1 1.9

9] Huntsville, AL -Oa -1.0 0.3 -0.5

98 Lafa ette, LA 25 8.8 3.0 7.5

99 Ca e Coral-Fort M ers, FL 2.6 0.5 7.6 7.3

100 Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta, CA 1.8 1 6 2.3 34

107 Reno-Sparks, NV -02 -07 0.5 0.1

102 Sania Rosa-Petaluma, CA 0.7 1.4 1 3 3 4

103 Palm Ba -Melbourne-TiWSVille, FL -O6 07 0.9 1]

104 Boulder, CO 2.i 2A 3.0 2.1

105 Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA 0.9 1.9 0.9 1.8

106 Lansin -East Lansin , MI 7 0 0.8 7.3 0.0

10] Lancaster, PA -0./ 22 -0.1 17

t08 Stockton, CA -0.0 4S -0.0 4.8

109 Au usta-Richmond Coun , GA-SC 0.3 -22 0] 4.3

110 Fa etteviile-Span tlale-RO ers, AR-MO 12 3.5 1.8 4.1

111 Fort Wa ne, IN 22 39 2.0 2.2

112 Peoria, IL 2.1 2.3 3.0 L2

713 Sokane, WA -0.3 -04 0.9 O6

114 Ann Arbor, Ml 1.6 2.7 77 2.0

115 Davenport-Moline-Rock lslantl, lA-IL 0.7 -07 2 7 04

116 Salinas, CA 0.o 3.1 02 4.6

117 O tlen-Clearfield, UT 1.3 1 4 0.8 1.4

118 Car uS Christi, TX 1.9 34 46 5.5

119 Fa etleville, NC 2.0 02 7 6 1.3

120 Beauman6POrt Arthur, TX 02 0.3 34 3.8

121 Sioux Falls, SD 1.8 1.8 2.6 3.0

122 Voun stown-Warren-BOartlman, OH-PA 1.3 0.5 1] 0.8

123 Evansville, IN-KY 12 -07 02 4.6

124 Provo-Orem, UT 3D 2.5 32 17

125 Lakeland-Winter Haveq PL -1.0 0.4 4.4 0.5

126 Mobile, AL 0.0 0.6 A2 0.5

127 Killeen-Temple-Fart Hootl, TX 0.9 1 0 1.5 2.6

128 Cetlar Rapitls, IA 0.4 -0.8 2 4 -1 0

129 York-Hanover, PA 1.5 1.0 2.1 08

130 Green Ba , WI 0.5 22 0.0 1.8

131 Charleston, WV 0.0 12 3.6 3.6

132 Motlesto, CA -1.5 -02 47 0.9

133 McAIIeo-Etlinbur -Mission, TX 29 2.4 4.3 2.9

134 Reatlin ,PA 1.8 - 14 1.3 12

135 Mont Dine ,AL -1.3 -04 -1] -O6

136 Lincoln, NE 1.1 1 2 0.5 1.1
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137 S rin Ueld, MO 0] LS -0.4 1.1

138 Asheville, NC 1.0 1.4 1.8 2.0
139 Wlmin ton, NG 02 -t0 0.3 -0.5
140 Pensacolafer Pass-Brent, FL 0.8 -2.1 -02 4.3
141 Valle'o-Faidieltl, CA 0.6 25 02 3.6
142 Na les-Marco 151antl. FL 28 2.8 1.3 2.4
143 Atlantic Ci -Hammonton, NJ -1.3 3.5 -0 3 3 0
144 Salem, OR -1 6 0.3 4.6 -0.7
105 Norvuich-New Lontloq CT -0.5 -17 0.8 -0.5
146 Roanoke, VA 0.5 - 02 -0.6 -0.5
14] Tallahassee, FL -0.B -1.1 -0.3 -0.4
148 Mitlland, TX 83 1.6 14.7 5.5
149 Canton-Massillon, OH 1.8 2J 1] 2.3
150 Savannah, GA 03 -0.5 -0.1 0.1
151 Rockfortl, IL 7A 2.3 2.5 L2
152 Eu ene-Sprin (eid, OR -0.4 -0.4 1.0 -02
753 Far o, ND-MN 2.4 3.9 5.6 6.5
154 Del~ona-Da Cana 8eac~-Ormontl Beach, FL 1.2 42 0.9 -03
155 Columbus, GA-AL 12 1.4 1.6 2.0
156 Port Collins-LOVelantl, CO 1.5 2.3 1.9 2.6
157 Houma-Ba ou Cane-Thibodaux, LA 0.5 4.7 1.7 2.9

158 South Bend-Mishawaka, IN-MI 2.1 1.3 1.1 1.0
159 Flint, Ml 0.7 1.6 1A 2A
160 Lake Chatles, LA -0.3 0.1 0 2 -0.8
161 Hicko -Lenoir-MOr anion, NC 0.3 0.5 1.8 1 4
162 Kalamazoo-POrta e, Ml -0.t 2.3 -1.0 i6
163 Budin tan-South Butlin bn, VT 1.5 1.8 1 4 1.3
164 Visalia-POrterville, CA -0.7 -O.i OJ 24
165 Port SL Lucie, FL 0.1 4.3 4.1 -0.5
168 Lubbock, TX 2.6 2.3 4.3 3.8
167 Huntin loo-AShlanq WV-KV-OH -0.4 2.0 L5 3.1
168 5 atlanburg, SC -0.1 3.t L2 3.0
169 San Luis Obis a-Paso Robles, CA 0.4 27 0.6 3.5
170 Clarksville, TN-KY 0.9 2.6 3S 25
171 Kennewick-Ric~lantl-Pasco, WA 1.9 -1.0 0.6 -1.3
172 Lon view, TX 13 1 8 3.9 3.9
173 Gainesville, FL -07 -1.5 -0.1 -1.1
174 Amarillo, TX 2.0 1.9 2.1 32
1]5 A Ieton. Wl 1.0 1.5 2.3 1]
176 Fort Smith, AR-OK -3.9 -29 a.9 -1.6
177 Gutt ort-Biloxi, MS 0.] 18 -02 0.6
178 Elkhart-Goshen, IN 4.0 6.8 3.0 73

ll9 Rochester, MN 02 0.0 1.8 0.5
180 Sanha Cruz-Watsonville, GA 1.3 4.1 1.0 5.0
187 S rin field, IL 0.3 -04 02 D 0

182 DuWth, MN-WI -OA -0] 0] -D2
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183 Kin s ort-Bristol-Bristol, TN-VA 7.0 LS 1.0 12
184 Crestview-FOtl Walton BeachAestiq R 2.8 0.9 1 ] 1.2
185 Bloomin ton-Normal, IL -0.5 04 -04 0.1
186 Chatlot(esville, VA 1,9 3.0 1.0 2.4
18] Erie. PA 2.] i] 2.8 14
188 M rile Beach-North M rile Beach-COnwa , SC 0] 1.4 -1.0 7.6
189 7' ler. TX 1.8 2.8 27 4.1
190 Topeka, KS -0.9 0.1 -0.6 04
191 Hollantl-trend Haven, Ml 5.4 6.1 44 5.5
192 Wacq TX -0.1 D.9 1.6 1.5
193 OI m ia, WA 0.7 1.5 0.3 1.3
194 Bremerton-Silvertlale, WA 0.3 0.3 02 -0.1
195 Cham ai n-Urbana, IL 35 -07 -1.G -0.4
196 Tuscaloosa, AL -0.3 -0.3 -D.1 02
19] Utica-Rome, NY -02 21 -2.0 1.1
198 Barnstable Town, MA 0.5 2.4 0.3 1.6
199 L nchbur , VA -02 06 00 -0.6
200 6ellin ham, WA 1.7 32 3.6 2.8
201 Bin hamton, NY -0.1 1.4 -1.5 0.8
202 La(a ette, W 20 1.8 34 77
203 Jacksonville, NC -0.8 1.3 -0.4 1.5
204 Oshkosh-Neenah, Wl 0.7 1.8 3.0 1.8
205 Brownsville-Harlin en, TX 1.8 0.6 2.4 2.5
206 Waterloo-Cetlar Falls, IA 2.0 22 32 2.4
207 Ha erstown-Martinsbur , MD-VW t2 0.6 1.0 0.0
208 Iowa Ci IA 1.0 1.1 2.4 1.5
209 Greeley, CO 3.0 1.1 3A 2.1
210 Macon, GA 0.4 i.] -0.1 1.9
211 SI. Cloud, MN 1 6 0.5 02 0.9
272 Yakima, WA 0.3 0.9 -D4 0.4
213 Billin s, MT 0.3 -02 0.9 Q2
214 Cas er, VJY 3.5 3.5 2.0 3.6
215 Pascagoula, MS 4.8 1.7 -5.5 0.8
216 Ocala, FL -0.3 02 -0] 0.9
217 Colle e Station-B an, TX -0.4 -0.6 1.8 3.9
218 Otlessa, TX 9] 72 15.6 9]
219 Columbia, MO 22 33 2J 2]
220 Sa inaw-Sa inaw TOwnshi Notlh, Ml 1.8 0.5 2.4 0.4
221 Napa, CA 1.5 04 0.5 2.7
222 Florence, SC -0.4 4.1 -0.5 32
223 Gainesville, GA 39 6.5 5.0 52
224 Sanla Fe, NM -08 2.7 -0.3 22
225 Metlford, OR -0.1 1.0 1.8 1]
226 Sioux Cil,lA-NESD -0.4 7.] 0.8 1J
227 Monroe, LA 02 0.7 03 -0.7
228 Bend, OR -0.1 1.0 1.8 1.6
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229 Racine, Wl 1.0 0.1 22 0.3
230 Panama CiC-L nn Haven-Panama Ci Beach, FL 0.8 -0.1 0.0 02
231 Laretlo, TX 42 4.1 6.0 54
232 Eau Claire, WI 0.1 -02 iS -0.9
233 Greenville, NC -04 0.7 7.0 1.9
234 Wichita falls, TX -02 -09 O6 1.3
235 Chico, CA -1.9 -02 0.4 2.5
236 Corvallis, OR ~,~ _pq ~.~ ~~
23] Athens-Clarke CouN , GA -0.3 2.3 -0.6 2.0
238 Merced, CA O.G -0.8 0.6 2.3
239 Bloomin dory IN 4.1 0.0 -1.5 0.1
240 State Colle e, PA 1.3 1.0 1.6 0.5
241 Harrisonbur , VA 2.3 1 6 -0.3 -0.5
242 Johnson Ci , TN 1 4 1.5 0.5 1.0
243 Abilene, TX -0.5 -0.8 1.5 1.5
244 Jefferson Cit , MO -0.3 1.5 -0.1 0.5
245 Dover, DE 0.9 1.3 -12 02
296 Mor anrown, WV 0] 32 3.1 6]
247 Joplin, MO 1.0 2.8 0.4 1.6
248 Las Cruces. NM 0.6 03 L2 1.1
249 Parkersbur -Marietta-Vienna, NNAH 0.6 12 1.9 22
250 La Crosse, Wl-MN 0.1 1.6 L2 14
257 Wausau, WI -0.1 0.9 02 0.9
252 Terre Haute, IN -1.7 1.8 03 1.9
253 Rock Maunt, NC -0.7 0.3 0.] i.6
254 Bismarck. ND 32 4.1 7.7 7.3
255 Warner Robins, GA -0.4 0.1 1.5 0
256 Elizabethtown, KY 24 -0.4 6.9 02
257 Dalton, GA 4.0 -52 1.6 -3.5
258 Niles-Benton Harbor, MI 1A -0.4 0.5 -1.5
259 DecaWr, IL 1.1 02 1 4 -02
260 Mouni Vernon-Anacones, WA -02 02 -0.1 -0 4
261 Ban or, ME -02 03 -0.8 0.9
262 Alexandria, LA -02 -1.8 1.6 -0.3
263 Blacksbur -Chrisliansburg-Ratlford, VA 4.0 5.3 2.6 3.7
264 Farmin ton, NM 1.3 -02 -03 12
265 Ra itl Cif , SD i.4 1.1 3.0 2.4
266 Wheeling, WV-OH -02 15 1.8 2.9
26] Che enne, WY 2.3 2.0 1] 1.8
268 PiQSfeItl, MA -0.1 -02 -0.7 1.3
269 Reddin , CA -0.7 3.4 -0.4 4.1
270 Winchester, VA-WV 2.9 0.5 1.1 -04
277 Battle Creek, MI 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.3
272 Fairbanks, AK 02 0.0 1.8 4.4
2]3 Victoria, TX 33 -02 5.4 2.]
274 Shebo an, Wl -0.9 04 0.6 0.6
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275 Janesville, VN -12 -0.3 0.1 0.0
276 Vinelantl-Millville-grid elon, NJ -0.9 1.8 -0.4 2 4
277 Yuma, AZ -1.1 0] -12 0.9
278 Jackson, MI 1 4 2.3 2.6 1.7
279 Albany, GA .i.6 -0.9 -2.0 -0.8
280 EI Centro, GA -02 3.8 7.7 4.8
281 Muskegon-Norton Shores, MI 2.3 -0.5 3 4 -0.1
282 Grantl Junction, CO 1.0 2] 1.0 3.1
283 Lawton, OK a2 -2.3 -02 0.3
284 Antlerson, SG OS -2.8 2] -1.5
285 Vuba Cit , CA 02 1.8 0.7 3.3
286 Jackson, TN 1.0 1.8 1 4 1.5
287 ~eCatur, Al 0.9 12 -02 1 2
288 Missoula, MT 0.3 -1.5 0.0 -0.B
289 Hatliesbur , M5 -0.1 2.0 d A 1.8
290 Columbus, W 7.4 69 8.9 ] 4
291 Pla stag, AZ -02 02 7.6 12
292 Butlin ton, NC 22 1 2 3.1 i.6
293 Dubu ue, IA 1.1 i,g 3,1 i,g
294 Bowlin Green, KV 1.4 42 0.0 -0.5
295 Dothan, Al Q5 0.0 -o] -0.4
296 Kin sron, NY 0.0 2.8 -2.8 1.7
297 Texarkana-Texarkana, TX-AR OJ 3.5 1.8 4.2
298 Lima, OH 0.6 17 0.6 7.3
299 Coeur tl'Alene, ID 0.8 2] 0.1 27
300 5t. Jose h, MPKS 1.4 1.1 -02 O.i
301 Jonesboro, AR 0.6 1.1 1.7 1.9
302 PtescoU. AZ -1.1 0] -0.4 12
303 Altoona, PA 1.4 Q5 1 2 -02
304 Pueblo, CO 1.] -0.1 17 0.5
305 Valtlosta, GA -0.9 1.9 OA 23
306 Owensboro, KY 2.8 2.7 0.7 2.0
30] San An elo, TX 1.9 2.1 3 0 3.3
308 Itlaho Falls, ID -03 7.4 0.0 12
309 Gand Forks. ND-MN 0.8 0 2 25 2.5
310 SaliSbu , MD 0.6 0.8 -1.5 -0.8
317 Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL 0.] 24 -1.5 2.3
3tt Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL -02 2.1 -0.6 1.5
313 Johnstown, PA 0.6 -0.5 0.1 4.3
314 Hanfortl-Corcoran, CA 07 33 77 5.6
315 Goldsboro, NC 0.4 2.1 0.8 1 9
316 Williamsport, PA 3.3 1.6 4.8 1.0
317 Ocean Cit , NJ -12 7.4 -0.4 7.0
318 Kokomo, IN 2.8 22 2.0 2.3
319 Ames, IA 0.9 2.4 1.8 1.9
320 Sherman-Denison, TX 1 7 0.9 32 22
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321 Lebanon, PA 1,0 -02 32 -0.8
322 Fond du Lac, WI 0.8 L2 28 13
323 Glens Falis. NY 12 37 4 4 2.4
324 lewis~an-Auburn, ME 0.3 1.6 -04 7.9
325 Wenatchee-East Wenatchee, WA 1.1 1.] 0.8 D.5
326 Mansfield, OH 0.8 0.9 02 0.6
327 Lo an, UT-ID 1] 0.9 0.6 -02

328 Lawrence, KS 4] -0.4 4.4 -1.1

329 Anniston-Oxford AL -0.4 -0.8 -0.5 -0.6
330 Ithaca, NV -0.1 3.8 -2.3 3.1

331 Sprin field, OH 1.9 0.8 i.7 7.5
332 AuburmOpelika. AL 22 -0.9 0.9 -03

333 Madera-Chowchilla, CA -1.4 -0.5 0.1 2.4
334 Monroe, MI -0.1 -0.8 -02 -1.3
335 St. Geor e, UT 1.8 0.6 12 02

336 Hinesville-PortStewart, GA 0.8 -0.8 2.9 0.8
337 Lake Havasu Ci -Kin maq AZ -0.4 -0.5 0.1 02

338 Michi an Cit -La Porte, IN 0.5 4.6 1.6 -07
339 ClevelanQ TN -0.4 0.6 -0.3 O.i

340 Mornsrown, TN -1.7 -0.9 -0.1 -OS
341 Steubenville-Weirton, OH-VW -14 0.8 -04 0.6

342 Muncie, IN -0.3 2.0 0.0 2.7
343 Punta Gorda, Fl 0.5 -1.3 4.5 -0.6
344 Antlerson, IN -1.3 0.9 -72 07
345 Santlusk , OH 3.0 3.5 3.6 6.0

346 Rome, GA -2.3 -13 4.0 -0.1
347 Brunswick, GA -0.g 1.1 -1.6 0.4

348 Kankakee-Bradle IL -0.6 2.0 -04 1.0

349 Sumter, SC 02 0.1 0.8 0.5
350 Pine BIuR,AR -1.9 0.5 -0.7 0.6

351 Great Falis, MT 4.5 -22 0.1 -0.9
352 Darnille. VA 2A 2.1 1.7 i.i

353 Longview, WA -0.8 1.0 -0.9 04

354 Elmira, NV 04 -3.1 0.8 -3.0

355 Pocatello, ID -0.1 2.9 0.8 2.1
356 Bay Cit , MI 0.0 0.9 -02 1.3

357 Carson Cit , NV -1 6 3.6 -2.4 -2.3
358 Hot S rin s, AR 0.1 -2.1 0.9 -1.4

359 Gatlsden, AL 0.6 12 -02 0.6
36~ Cumbetlantl, MD-WV 1.5 2.9 04 1.4

367 Danville, IL 0.4 -1.0 1.6 0.4

362 Lewiston, ID-WA -03 2.0 -0.3 1.6
363 Paim Coast, FL 1.5 0.5 -0.1 1.3
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Tahle 9: Real GMP GrovRh Rates

(Annual average peicenf change)
2008-

1 Shreveport-Bossier City, LA 13.7 2.7 -0.9
2 Lafayette, LA 12D 3.0 ZS
3 Midland, TX 9.9 14.7 5.5
4 New OrleanaMetairie-Kenner, LA 7.6 06 0.6
5 Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux, LA 7.5 1.7 2.9
6 Elizabethtown, KY 6.9 6.9 02
7 Jacksonville, NC 6.5 -0.4 1.5
8 Lawlon, OK 5.6 -02 0.3
9 Houston-Sugar Land-Baytowq TX 52 3.8 3.5
10 Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX 52 5.0 3.6
it Kennewick-Richland-Pasco, WA 5.0 0.6 -1.3
12 Bloomington-Normal, IL 4.9 -04 ~.t

13 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clare, CA 4.9 7.5 32
14 Anchorage, AK 4.7 1.0 0.8

15 Bismarck, ND 4.6 77 7.3
16 College Station-Bryan, TX 4.5 1.8 3.4
17 Morgantown, NN 4.4 3.1 67

78 Cedar Rapitls, IA 4.0 2.4 -1.0
19 Balon Rou e, LA 3.8 0.8 1.5
20 Huntingloo-AShland, WV-KY-OH 3.6 1.5 3.1
21 Hinesville-Fort Stewart, GA 3.5 2.9 0.8
22 Wichita Falls, TX 3.4 0.6 1.3
23 Durham-Cha el Hill, NC 3.3 2] 2.0
24 Rochester, MN 3.3 7.8 0.5
25 Fayetteville, NC 3.1 1.6 13
26 Colorado Springs, CO 3.1 2.3 7.9
27 Albuquerque, NM 3A 0.4 0.5
28 Harrisonburg, VA 2.9 -0.3 -0.5

29 Des Moines-West Des Moines, IA 2.9 2.4 1.9
30 Mount Vemon-Anacortes, WA 2.9 -0.7 -0.4
37 San Angelo, TX 2.8 3.0 3.3
32 Fargo, ND-MN 2.7 5.6 6.5
33 Monroe, LA 2] 0.3 -0]

34 Waco, TX 2.6 1.6 1.5
35 Longview, TX 2.6 3.9 3.9
36 Corvallis, OR 2.6 7.7 t.t
37 Logan, UT-ID 2.5 0.6 ,0.2
38 Las Cruces, NM 2.5 12 1.1
39 Abilene, TX 25 1.5 1.5
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Rank 2410 2077 2012
U.S Real GDP -0.3 1 7 2 0
363 Metros Real GMP -0.1 1.6 1.8

40 Lubbock, TX 2.4 4 3 3 8
41 Great Falls, MT 2.4 0.1 -0 9
42 Williamsport, PA 2.4 4.8 t.0

44 Sherman-0enison, TX 2.3 32 22
45 Cheyenne, VJY p,Z 7,~ ~ g
46

48 EI Paso, TX p_~ Z,g 3 ~

49 KilleernTemple-Fort Haod, TX 2.1 t.5 2 6
50 Eau Claire, WI 2.1 1.5 -0.9

52

63 Winchester, VA-WV ~.~ ~ ~ _p q
64 Jonesboro, AR ~ 7 ~ 7 7 g
65 Greenville, NC 1,7 1,p 1 g
66 Raleigh-Cary, NC 1 7 3 0 2 8
67 Albany-Schenectady-Troy NY 16 -07 14
68 Provo-Orem, UT 1.6 32 t 7
69 Tyler, TX 1 6 2 7 4 1
70 Salt Lake City UT 1 6 2 3 2 5
71 Columbia, MO 1.6 2.7 2 7
72 Sioux Fails, SD t.6 2.6 3 0
73 Dover, DE 1.5 -1 2 0 2
74 Washington-Atlington-Alexandria DC-VA-MD-1M 1 5 09 t 2
75 Lima, OH 1.5 0,6 1.3
76 McAllen-Edinburg-Mission TX ~ q q 3 Z g
77 Clarksville, TN-KY 1.4 3 5 2 5
78 Oshkosh-Neenah, WI 1.4 3.0 1 8
79 Salem, OR 1 4 -1.6 -O]
80 Bakersfield-Delano, CA 1 q 2 q q.1
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96 Columbus, GA-AL 0.9 1.6 2.0
97 Lewiston, ID-WA 0.9 -0.3 1.6
98 Lawrence, KS 0.9 -1 4 -1.1
99 Elmira, NY 0.9 0.8 3.0
100 Alexandria, LA 0.9 1.6 -0.3
7~1 Pueblo. CO n e ~~ n s

103 Goldsboro, NC 0.8 0.8 1.9
104 Davenport-Moline-Rock Island IA-IL O S 2 7 D 4
105 Glens Falls, NY 0.8 -1 4 2.4
106 Casper, WY O.g 2 0 3 6
707 Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-VenWra, CA 0.8 0.8 1,q
108 Sioux City, IA-NE-SD 0.7 0.8 1 7
109 Saginaw-Saginaw Township North MI 0.7 24 04
110 Baltimore-Towson, MD 0] 1.1 1.4
111 El Centro, CA 0.7 1.1 4.8
172 Oklahoma City OK 4.7 2 5 1 5
113 Binghamton NY 07 -1 5 O S
114 Philadelphia-Camden-Wilmington PA-NJ-0E-MD 0.6 04 10
115 Sandusky, OH 0.6 3 6 6 0
ti6 Charlottesville, VA 0.6 t.0 24
rii iuscaioosa, H~ o.s -0.1 02
118 Lake Charles, LA 0.5 02 -0.8
119 Grand Forks. ND-MN n fi ~ s ~ s

t20 Iowa City IA 0 5 2 4 1 5
121 Blaoming~on, iN 0.5 -1.5 0.1
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Rank 2010 2011 2012
LLS Real GDP -0.3 t7 2.0
363 Metros Reai GMP -0.1 1.6 1.8

122 Hartford-West Hartford-East Hatlford, CT 0.5 2.5 1.8
123 Portland-South Portland-Bidtleford, ME 0.5 0.0 1.1
124 New York-Northern New Jersey-lonq Island NY- 0.5 1.1 1.8
125 Brownsville-Harlingen, TX OS 2A 2.5
t26 Champaign-Urbana IL OA -1.6 -04
127 St. Joseph. MO-KS 0.4 -02 0.1
128 Carpus Christi, TX 0.4 4.6 5.5
129 Denver-AUrore-Broomfield, CO pA 21 2J

140 Fort Wayne, IN 02 2.0 22
141 Augusta-Richmond County GA-SC 02 0.7 4.3
742 Trenton-Ewing, NJ 02 77 0]
143 Manchester-Nashua, NH 02 1.1 0.1
144 Medfortl, OR 02 1.8 17
145 Billings, MT 02 0.9 02
146 Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna, VYV-OH 02 1.9 22
147 Palm Bay-Melbourne-Titusville, FL 02 0.9 1.7
148 Rapid City, SD 02 3A 2.4
749 Wenatchee-East Wenatchee, WA 02 0.8 0.5
150 Omaha-Council BWfrs, NE-IA 0.1 1.0 2.4
151 Jefferson City, MO 0.1 -0.1 0.5
152 Nashville-0avitlson--Murtreesboro-Frenkliq TN 0.1 2.6 2.1

157 Missoula, MT 0.0 0.0 -0.8
758 Jackson, MS 0.0 0] 04
159 Boulder, CO -0.1 3.0 2.1
160 Fort Collins-Loveland, CO -0.1 1.9 2.6
161 Battle Creek, MI -0.1 0.9 0.3
162 Lansing-East Lansing. MI -02 1.3 0.0
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2010

163 Kingston, NY _p,p _y.g ~.~

164 Danville, VA -Q2 1] 7.1
765 Panama City-Lynn Haven-Panama City Beach FI -0 2 0 0 0 2
166 Wilmingloq NC -02 0.3 -0.5

Providence-New

171 Barnstable Town, MA -0.3 0.3 1.6
172 Greensboro-High Point NC -0 3 2 0 2 7
173 Spokane, WA -D.3 0.9 0.6

MS

189 Knoxville, TN -0.6 27 2.6
190 Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent FL -0.6 -02 -13
191 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA -0.6 0.5 0.5
192 Owensboro, KY -0.6 07 2.0

194 Altoona. PA - -0.6 12 -02
195 Milwaukee-Waukesha-West Allis, WI -0.6 1.6 0.5
196 Roanoke, VA -0.6 -1.6 -0.5

203 Honolulu, Hl -07 OD -0.1
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204 Yuba City, CA -07 07 3.3

205 Tulsa, OK -0] -0.1 25

207 Columbus, 4H -O S t 6 2.t

208 Bay City, MI -0.8 -12 1.3

209 Chatleston-North Charleston-Summerville, SC -0.9 25 20

210 Yakima, WA -0.9 -0.4 0.4

211 Wausau, Wl -0.9 02 0.9

212 Bremerton-Silverdale, WA -0.9 02 -0.7

213 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easton, PA-NJ -0.9 t6 1.5

215 Ann Arbor, Ml 4.0 1] 2.0

216 Lancaster, PA -1.0 -0.1 1]

217 Terre Haute, IN -1.0 0.3 1.9

278 Scranton-Wilkes-Barre, PA -1.0 0.9 1.8

219 Racine, WI -1.0 22 0.3

220 Fairbanks, AK -1.0 1.8 44

221 Ocean Cit NJ -1 D 4 4 7 0

222 Lafayette, IN -1.1 34 1 7

223 Peoria, IL -1.1 3.0 12

224 Cleveland, TN -i.t -0.3 0.1

225 Niles-Benton Harbor, MI -1.1 0.5 -i5

226 Greeley, CO -1.1 3.4 2.1

227 Reatling, PA -1J 13 12

228 Lewiston-Auburn, ME 4.1 -0.4 1.9

229 Pine Bluff, AR -1.1 -0.7 0.6

230 St. Cloud, MN -12 02 0.9

231 Muskegon-Notion Shores. MI -12 3.4 -0.7

234 Olympia, WA -12 0.3 1.3

235 Johnson City, TN -12 0.5 1 D

236 Albany, GA -12 -2.0 -0.8

237 Gulfport-Biloxi, MS -12 -02 0.6

238 Jackson, TN -1.3 t.4 1.5

239 Sumter, SC -1.3 0.8 0.5

240 Chicago-Jolie4Naperville, IL-IN-WI -1.3 t 4 1 2

241 Crestview-Fort Walton Beach-Destin, FL -1.3 17 12

242 Vineland-Miliville-Bridgeton, NJ -1.3 -0.4 24

243 Gadsden, AL -t.3 -0.2 0.6

244 Chattanooga. TN-GA -1 4 2.1 1.9
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2010 2011 2012

245 San Diego-Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA d.4 L3 1.8

246 Madera-Chowchilla, CA -7 4 0.1 2.4

247 Valdosta, GA -t.4 0.0 2.3

248 Kansas City, MO-KS -1 4 1.0 1.5

249 Anderson, SC -1.4 2.7 -7.5

250 Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA -1 4 1 D 5.0

251 Yuma. AZ -1.4 -1.2 0.9

252 Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KV-IN -1.5 0.9 2.3

253 TampaSL Petersburg-Clearwater, FL -1.5 1.0 12

254 Farmington, NM -1.5 -0.3 12

255 Auburn-Opelika, AL -1.5 0.9 -0.3

256 Columbia, SC -15 0.3 2.1

257 Blacksburg-Christiansburg-Radford, VA -1.5 2.6 3.1

258 Winston-Salem, NC -1.5 1.3 0.4

259 Memphis, TN-MS-AR -1.6 1.1 1.4

260 Pocatellq ID -1.6 0.8 2.1

266 Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI -1.7 1.9 1.5

267 Salisbury, MD -1J -1.5 -0.8

268 Jacksonville; FL 4J 0.7 0.9

269 Jackson, MI -t 7 2.6 17

270 Coeur d'Alene, ID -t7 0.1 27

271 SL Louis, MO-IL -t.7 0.7 0.5

272 Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL -1.8 0.6 1.1

273 Rome, GA -1.8 -1.0 -0.1

274 Sheboygan WI -1.8 0.6 0.6

275 Longview WA - -t8 -0.9 0.4

276 Modesto, CA -1.8 -1] 0.9

277 Pittsfield, MA -1 8 ,0] 1.3

278 Visalia-Porterville, CA -1.9 OJ 2.4

279 Montgomery Al -1.9 -7 7 -0.6

280 Rockford, IL -1.9 2.5 12

281 Michigan City-La Porte IN -1.9 1 6 -0.7

282 Morrislowq TN -1 9 -0.1 -0.5

283 Athens-Clarke County GA -1.9 -0.6 2.0

284 Decatur, AL -1.9 -02 12

285 Hof Sorinas. AR -2.0 0.9 -1.4
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286 Gainesville, GA -2.0 5.0 S2

287 Greenville-Mauldin-EasIe ,SC -2.0 24 O5

288 Dothan, AL -2.0 -07 -04

289 Hagerstown-Martinsbur , MD-UN/ -2.1 1 0 0 0

290 San Francisco-Oakland-Fremont, CA -2.1 2.1 2.8

291 Bowling Green, KY -2.1 0.0 -0.5

292 Fresno, CA -2.2 08 3.0

293 Bridge ort-Sta ford-No alk, CT -22 1 8 1 4

294 Akron, OH -22 D.8 0.8

295 Atlanta-Sand 5 rin s-MarieHa, GA -22 2.1 1.8

296 Clevelantl-Eryna-Mentor, OH -22 0.9 1.0

297 New Haven-Milford, CT 42 1.9 1.0

298 Springfield, MO -22 -04 1.1

299 Kalamazoo-Portage, MI -2.3 -1.0 7.6

300 San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles, CA -2.3 O6 3.5

301 Atlantic Cily-Hammonton, NJ -2.4 -0.3 3.0

302 Davton OH -2.4 1.8 t2

304 Carson City, NV -24 -2.4 -2.3

305 Decatur, IL -2.4 1.4 -02

306 Victoria, TX -2.4 54 2.7

307 Miami-Fort Lauderdale-POmoano Beach. FL -2.4 0] 12

309 Vallejo-Fairtield, CA -26 02 3.6

310 Spartanburg, SC -2.6 12 3.0

377 Lakeland-Winter Haveq FL -2.6 -1.4 0.5

312 St. George, UT -2 6 12 02

313 Santa Fe, NM -2.6 -1.3 22

314 Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA -2.6 7.3 3 4

315 Port SG Lucie, FL -2.6 -1.1 -0.5

316 Springfieltl, OH ~2,6 1] 1.5

317 Hicko -Len it-M r and q NC -2.7 1 8 1.4

318 Macon, GA -2.7 -0.1 1.9

319 Muncie, W -2.9 OD 27

320 North Port-BradentonSarasota, FL -2.9 0.1 1.0

321 Youngstown-Warren-Boardman, OH-PA 3.0 1.7 0.8

322 Florence, SC 3.0 -0.5 32

323 Sacramento--AMen-Arcade--Roseville, CA -3.0 -0.3 1.9

324 Budin ton, NC -3 0 3 1 1 6

325 Stockton, CA 3.0 -1.0 4.8

326 Janesville, Wl -3.0 0.1 0.0

IHS Global insight 71



2006-

327 Anderson, IN -3.0 -1.2 0.7

328 ElkhaM1-Goshen, IN -3D 3D 7.3

329 Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach, FL -3.0 0.9 -0.3

330 Columbus, IN -3.1 8.9 7.4

331 Hollantl-Grand Haven, MI -3.7 4.4 5.5

332 Detroi4Warren-Livonia, MI -3.7 26 t5

333 Birmingham-Hoover, AL -3.1 -0.7 0.1

334 Redding, CA -32 -0.4 4.1

335 Erie, PA -32 2.8 1.4

336 Riverside-San Bernardino-Ontario, CA 3.4 0.5 2.3

337 Naples-Marco Island, FL -3.4 13 2.4

338 Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL -3 4 1.6 1.3

339 Monroe, Mi -34 -02 -13

340 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 3.4 1.8 2.9

341 Reno-Sparks, NV -3.5 0.5 0.1

342 Canton-Massillon, OH -3.5 1.7 2.3

343 Hanford-Corcoran, CA 3.6 17 5.6

346 Napa, CA 37 0.5 27

348 Wichita, KS 3.9 0.1 1.5

349 Tucson, AZ -4.0 0.5 1.4

350 South Bend-Mishawaka, IN-MI -4.0 1.1 1.0

351 Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle Beach-Conway, SC -42 -1.0 1.6

352 Brunswick, GA -4.3 -1.6 04

353 Las Vegas-Paratlise, NV -4.4 0.0 0.8

354 Ocala, FL -4.6 -0.7 0.9

355 Steubenville-Weirton, OH-VN/ -47 -0.4 0.6

356 Norv~ich-New London, CT -4.8 0.8 -0.5

357 Prescott, AZ -5.1 -0.4 1.2

358 Grand Junction, CO -5.1 7.0 3.1

359 Lake Havasu City-Kingman, AZ -52 0.7 0.2

360 Mansfield, OH -5.3 02 0.6

361 Kokomo, IN -5.4 2.0 2.3

362 Sebastian-Vero Beach, FL -5.5 -1.5 2.3

363 Dalton, GA -6.8 1.6 3.5
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Table 70: Real Gross State and Metropolitan Product
(Annual growth, percent)

2012 2013

Alaska 7.3 3.6
Anchorage, AK 0.8 1.9
Fairbanks, AK 4.4 1.1

Arkansas 2.0 2.2
Fayetteville-Springdale-Rogers, AR-MO 4.1 32
Fort Smith, AR-OK -1.6 1.9
Hot Springs, AR -1.4 0.5
Jonesboro, AR 1.9 2.0
Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 12 i7
Pine Bluff, AR 0.6 0.6

Arizona 2.7 2.7
Flagstaff, AZ 72 1.9
Lake Havasu City-Kingman, AZ 02 2.0
Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 2.9 2.9
Presmil, AZ 12 23
Tucson, AZ 1.4 1.9
Vuma, AZ 0.9 2.0

IHS Global insight - 73



2012 2073

Coloratlo 3A 2.5
Boulder, CO 2.1 1]
Cobratlo Springs, CO 1.9 2.1
Denver-Aurora-Broomfield, CO 27 2.3
Fort Collins-Loveland, CO - 2.6 2 4
Grand Junction, CO 3.1 1.7
Greeley, CO 2.1 25
Pueblo, CO 0.5 1.6

Connecticut 1.4 1.5
BridgeportStamford-Norwalk, CT 1.4 2.3
Hartford-West Hartfortl-East Hartford, CT 1.8 12
New Haven-Milfortl, CT 1.0 1 D
Norwich-New London, CT -0.5 0.6

District of Columbia 1.8 1.3
Washingtan-Arlington-Alexandria, DC-VA-MD-UW (MSA) 12 2.0

Delaware 12 7.9
Dover, DE 02 t.0
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2012 2013

Hawaii p.y ~.~
Honolulu, HI -0.1 1.0

Idaho 2.3 2.2
Boise City-Nampa, ID 2.6 3.1
Coeur d'Alene, ID 27 2.1
Idaho Falls, ID 12 1.3
Lewisbq ID-WA 1.6 2.1
Pocatello, ID 2.1 1.6

Illinois 12 17
Bloomington-Normal, IL 0.1 0.8
Champaign-Urbana, IL -0.4 02
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so~z zo~a

Chicago-Naperville-Joliel, IL-IN-WI (MSA) 1 2 1.9
Danville, IL - 0.4 0.5
Decatur, IL -02 OJ
Kankakee-Bratlley, IL 1.0 0.6
Peoria, IL 12 0.9
Rockford, IL 12 1 3
Springfeld, IL 0.0 -04

Kansas 2.0 2.0
Lawrence, KS -1.1 0.3
Topeka, KS 0.4 0.8
Wichita, KS 1.5 t8

Kentucky 7.3 2.1
Bowling Green, KY -0.5 2.5
Elizabethtown, KY 02 7.7
Lexington-Fayette, KY 1.1 2.4
Louisville-Jefferson County, KY 1.9 1.9
Owensboro, KY 2.0 2.4

Massachuset5 2,4 2.2
Barnstable Town, MA 1.6 1.4
Bostoo-Cambridge-Quincy, MA-NH (MSA) 27 2,3
Pittsfield, MA 1.3 1.1
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zaiz 2o~a

Springfield, MA 0.3 1.5
Worcester, MA 1.9 1.8

Maryland 1.6 1.8
Baltimore-Towson, MD 1 4 1
Cumberland, MD-NN 1.4 0.8
Hagerstown-Martinsburg, MD-WV OD 2.5
Salisbury, MD -O.S 1.9

Maine 1.3 1.5
Bangor ME 0.9 1.0
Lewiston-Auburn, ME 1.9 1.6
Portland-South Portland-Biddeford, ME 1.1 1 7

Minnesota 1.3 22
DuWth, MN-WI -02 0.8
Minneapolis-SL Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 1.3 23
Rochester, MN 0.5 2.2
SL Cloud, MN 0.9 2.4

Missouri 0.8 1.7
Columbia, MO 27 1.7
Jefferson Ciry MO 0.5 1.4
Joplin MO 1.6 2 4
Kansas City, MO-KS 1.5 1.9
Springfeltl, MO 1.1 2.0
SL Joseph MO-KS 0.1 1J
St. Louis, MO-IL 0.5 1.6

Mississippi 0.5 1.8
GulfpoR-Biloxi, MS 0.6 1.2
Hattiesburg MS 1.8 13

Jackson, MS 0.4 1 4
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2012 2013

Pascagoula, MS 0.8 24

Montana 0.6 1.8
Billings, MT 02 20
Great Falls, MT -0.9 0.9
Missoula, MT -0.8 22

North Dakota 10.6 4.4
Bismarck, ND 7.3 3.1
Fargo, ND-MN 6.5 3.6
Grand Forks, ND-MN 2S 2.6

Nebraska 2.0 1.3
Lincoln, NE 1.1 1.4
Omaha-Council BWffs, NEIA 2.4 1.1

New Hampshire 1.0 2.0
Manchester-Nashua, NH 0.1 2.3

New Jersey 1.0 17
Atlantic Cit -Ha ont n, NJ 3 0 1 7
Ocean Ciry, NJ 7.0 -02
Trenton-Ewing, NJ 0.7 9 4
Vineland-Milivilie-Bridgeton, NJ 24 0.5

New Mezico 2.2 2.3
Albuquerque, NM 0.5 2.D
Farmington,NM t2 -02
Las Cruces, NM 1.1 2J
Santa Fe, NM 22 2.0

Nevatla 1.7 1]
Carson City, NV -23 0.9
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2012 2015

Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 0.8 2.0
Reno-Sparks, NV 0.1 1.4

Oklahoma 3.9 2.1
Lawton, OK 0.3 0.7
Oklahoma City, OK 1.5 0.9
Tulsa, OK 2.5 1.7

Oregon 2.0 2.1
Bend, OR 1.6 1.0
Corvallis, OR 1.1 1.3
Eugene-Springfield, OR -0 2 1.0
Medford, OR 1.7 17
Pohlantl-Vancouver-Beaverton, OR-WA 2.5 2.3
Salem, OR -07 0.9

Pennsylvania 1.0 2.0
Allentown-Bethlehem-Easlon, PA-NJ 1.5 2.1
Altoona, PA -02 1.3
Erie, PA 1.4 1.9
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zo~z zoaa

Rhode Island 1.1 1.8
Providence-Neweedford-Fall River, RI-MA 0.9 1.8

South Dakota 2.6 1.7
Rapid City, SD 2.4 1.5
Sioux Falis, SD 3.0 2.0

Texas 4.4 3.7
Ahilene, TX 1.5 1.3
Amarillo, TX 32 2.6
Austin-Round Rock-San Marcos, TX 3.6 4.0
Beaumon4Port Arthur, TX 3.8 17
Brownsville-Harlingen, TX 2.5 2]
Colle e St ti n-B an, TX 3 4 1 8
Corpus Christi, TX 5.5 1.5
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2072 2013

Utah 7,g y,7
Logan, UT-ID -02 3.1
Ogden-Clea~eld, UT 7A 2$
Provo-Orem, UT 1.7 3.3
Salt Lake City, UT 2.5 2.7
SL George, UT 0 2 3.5

Vermont 1.0 1.5
Burlington-South Burlington, VT 1.3 1.8
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2012 2013

Wenatchee-East Wenatchee, WA 0.5 1.8
Yakima, WA 0.4 1.5

West Virginia 3.6 1.7
Charleston, VJV 3.6 1.7
Huntin lon-AShlantl, VW-KY-OH 3.1 t 8
Morgantown, VN/ 6.7 2.3
Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna, VW-OH 22 7.6
Wheeling, VYV 2.9 1.3

Wyoming 4.6 S.8
Casper, WY 3.6 t.4
Cheyenne, VN' 1.8 2.0
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Ta61e t 1: Chemical and Plastics Manufacturing Employment of U.S. Metro Areas

(2071 Employment, Growth 2010-2017)

Rank 2011

1 Chicago-Jolie4Naperville, IL 43,346 -0.6

2 Houston-Sugar Land-Baylowq TX 42,834 1.3

3 Los Angeles-Long Beach-Glendale, CA 32,045 22

4 Philadelphia, PA 27,050 3.5

5 Newark-Union, NJ-PA 23,190 -5.4

6 Atlanta-Sandy Springs-Marietta, GA 23,046 0.8

7 New York-White Plains-Wayne, NY-NJ 22,682 -2.5

8 Edison-New Brunswick, NJ 22,548 -5.7

9 Lake County-Kenosha County, IL-WI 22425 1.3

70 Cleveland-Elyria-Mentor, OH 18,402 17

11 Minneapolis-SL Paul-Bloomington, MN-WI 18,060 26

12 St. Louis, MOIL 17,969 0.9

13 Dallas-Plano-Irving, TX 16,506 3.1

14 Indianapolis, IN 15,479 -5.8

15 Santa Ana-Anaheim-Irvine, CA 15,428 0 6

i6 Cincinnati-Middletown, OH-KY-IN 14,902 0.8

17 Nassau-Suffolk, NY 14,231 -0.6

18 Warren-Farmington Hills-Troy, MI 73,054 t~.0

19 San Francisco-San Mateo-Redwood Cily, CA 12,387 0.0

20 Greenville-Maudlin-Easley, SC 10,585 0.6

21 Kansas City, MO-KS 10,366 -2.3

22 Baton Rouge, LA 70,354 2]

23 Akron, OH 70,351 1.3

24 San Die Carlsbad-San Marcos, CA 10,274 3 5

25 Pi~lsburgh, PA 10,227 0.8

26 Kingspor48ristol-Bristol, TN-VA 10,779 2.6

27 Oakland-FremonFHayward, CA 10,762 0]

28 Milwaukee-WaukeshaWest Allis, Wl 10,739 3.5

29 Columbus, OH 9,916 17

30 Baltimore-Towson, MD 9,499 -1.8

31 Charbtte-Gastonia-Rock Hitl, NGSC 9,397 3.1

32 Grand Rapids-Wyoming, MI 9210 62

33 Greensboro-High Point, NC 9,065 3.5

34 Fort Worth-Arlington, TX 8,446 ~ 28

35 Buffalo-Niagara Palls, NY 8,141 3.4

36 Phoenix-Mesa-Glendale, AZ 8,005 0.6

37 Louisville, KKIN 7,888 2.9

38 Cambridge-Newton-Framingham, MA 7,800 -0.2

39 Evansville, IN-KY 7,736 -0.2

40 Providence-New Bedford-Fall River, RI-MA 7,070 -0.5

41 Sall Lake Cily, UT 7,050 -0.5

42 Wilmington, D6MD-NJ 7,025 2.9
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43 Portlantl-Vancouver-Hillsboro, Oft-WA 6,931 26

44 Tampa-SL Petersburg-Clearwater, FL 6,826 -2.5
45 Memphis, TN-MS-AR 6,624 3.5

46 Durham-Chapel Hill, NC 6,342 -6.3

47 Raleigh-Cary, NC 6,278 -7.0

48 New Orleans-Metairie-Kenner, LA 6268 62

49 Hartford-West Hartford-East Hartford, CT 5,841 2.5

50 Madison, WI 5,723 2.8
51 Columbia, SC 5,668 0.3

52 Nashville-Davidson--Murfreesboro-Franklin, TN 5,595 0.3

53 Allentown-Bethlehem-Easlon, PA-NJ 5,500 -07

54 Detroit-Livonia-Dearborn, MI 5,416 6]

55 Essex Counly, MA 5,062 0.3

56 Denver-Aurora-Broomfiel0, CO 5,046 1.6

58 Seattle-Bellevue-Everett, WA 4,940 0.9
59 Beaumont-Port Arthur, TX 4,904 2.0

60 Worcester, MA 4,896 -5.4

61 Elkhart-Goshen, IN 4,844 -i.t

62 Oxnard-Thousand Oaks-Ventura, CA 4,787 -5.3

63 Fort Wayne, IN 4,518 5.5

64 Toledo, OH 4,487 -0.6

65 Lancaster, PA 4,479 -02

66 Bridgeport-Slamfofd-NOrvdalk, CT 4,358 -42
67 Spartanburg, SC 4,355 -2.8

68 Camden. NJ 4,351 -1.0

69 Augusta-Richmond Count , GA-SC 4,271 -1 6

70 Boston-Quincy, MA 4,243 -2.5
71 Fayetteville, NC 4,066 -55

72 Des Moines, IA 3,939 3.7

73 San Antonio-New Braunfels, TX 3,914 -1.0

74 Orlando-Kissimmee-Sanford, FL 3,846 -04

75 Austin~ROUntl Rock-San Marcos, TX 3,798 52

76 Lake Charles, LA 3,793 02

77 Albany-Schenectady-Troy, NY 3,783 4.5

78 Miami-Miami Beach-Kendall, FL 3,776 -1.6
79 Scranton--Wilkes-Barre, PA. 3,666 -1]

80 New Haven-Milford, CT 3,661 -2.4
81 Dayton, OH 3,596 0.6
82 Erie, PA 3,494 2.3

83 San Jose-Sunnyvale-Santa Clara, CA 3,470 -1.0

84 Knolville, TN 3,367 8]

85 Parkersburg-Marietta-Vienna, VW-OH 3,355 -0.1

86 Kalamazoo-Portage, MI 3,354 -5.1

87 Oshkosh-Neenah, WI 3,312 5.0
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88 Rocky Mount, NC 3,306 1 J
89 Hickory-Lenoir-Morganton, NC 3,245 -t5
90 Chatlanooga, TN-GA 3X48 4]
97 Roanoke, VA 3,135 0 7
92 Fort Lautlerdale~POmpano Bch-Deerfield Bch, FL 3,170 3.6
93 Terre Haute, IN 3 029 4.5
94 Fayetteville-Springtlale-Rogers, AR-MO 3,020 -3]
95 Vicbria, TX 3,012 2.1
96 Springfield, MA 2,988 -5.6
97 Omaha-Council BWffs, NEIA 2,9ffi 2 2
98 Virginia Beach-Norfolk-Newpotl News, VA-NC 2 883 -4.3
99 Sheboygan, WI 2 875 -12
100 SoNh Bend-Mishawaka, IN-MI 2,847 22
101 Longview. TX 2 755 2.9
102 Bethesda-Rockville-Fretlerick, MD 2,737 1.9
103 Vallejo-Fairtieid, CA 2 690 0.9
t04 Reatling, PA 2,660 -34
105 Anderson, SC 2,623 5.5
106 Gary, W 2 594 -3.6
107 Danville, VA 2,587 4.1
108 Asheville, NC 2,560 8.3
109 Charleston-North CharlestornSummerville, SC 2,553 7.8
110 Las Vegas-Paradise, NV 2,502 3.1
117 Morgantown, VJV 2 464 7.0
112 Birmingham-Hoover, AL 2,453 4.3
113 Oklahoma City, OK 2 474 3.9
714 Pmva-0rem, UT 2,397 -4.8
115 Wimington, NC 2 358 - -4.3
116 Blacksburg-Christiansbur9-Ratlfortl VA 2 340 8.7
117 Lincoln, NE 2,336 -0.9
118 Montgomery, AL 2,336 3.5
119 Boulder. CO 9 399 4 n

128 H01120d-Grand Haven. MI 2.195 4 R

129 Tuisa, OK 2 192 1.6
130 Spokane, WA 2,144 13.3
131 Appleton, WI 2 132 9]
132 Wichita, KS 2,123 -0.1
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Rank 2017

133 KilleernTempie-Fort Hootl, TX 2,120 -2.3
134 Ganton-Massillon, OH 2,116 0.5
135 Lakelantl-Winter Haven, R 2,t02 4.8
136 Mobile, Al 2,081 5.4
137 Lexington-Fayette, KV 2 072 -4.6
138 Rockingham County-Straffor0 County NH 2 025 -1.3
139 Stockton, CA 2 015 1.5
140 Bloomington, IN 2 004 -1.2
741 Washington-AtlinglorvAlexandria, DC-VA-MD-VN 1 979 -t.5
142 Dalton, GA 1,920 1.9
143 5l. Joseph, MO-KS 1,905 2.1
144 Hagerstown-Martinsburg, MD-VW 1 669 3A
145 Wmchesler, VA-VN/ 1,866 -6.5
t46 Poughkeepsie-Newburgh-Mitldle~own NV 1 841 9.5
147 Vork-Hanover, PA 1,806 -1.0
748 Kankakee-Bradley, IL 1 7g7 1]
749 Youngstown-Warten-Boartlman, OH-PA 1 781 -0.4
150 Sacramento--Arden-Arcatle-Roseville, CA 7,773 -0.9
151 Manchester-Nashua, NH 1,771 0.6
152 Greeley, CO 1 746 18.3
153 Tacoma, WA 1,735 2.3
154 Trenton-Ewing NJ 1 723 -8.2
755 Springfeid, MO 1,708 2.5
156 Topeka, KS 1 699 5.7
157 Texarkana-Texarkana, TX-AR 1,689 -1.3
158 Decatur, AL 1,668 3.6
159 Little Rock-North Little Rock-Conway, AR 1 644 -71.6
160 Portlantl-South Portlantl~Bitldeford, ME 1,637 -3.5
i61 Cleveland, TN 1,594 8.1
162 Corpus Christi, TX 1 594 1.3
163 Harrisburg-Carlisle, PA 1 563 -27
184 Harrisonburg, VA 1 554 0.6
165 Peoria, IL 1,537 12
166 Jacksonville, FL 1,535 -3.9
187 Chatleslon, VN/ 1,533 -0.7
168 Monroe, LA 1,504 1.8
769 Vakima, WA 1,481 4.8
770 Huntsville, AL 1,462 -0.1
171 Norwich-New London, CT 1 447 72
172 Gainesville, GA 1,414 2./
173 WIIlamsport, PA 1,407 5.8
174 Ann Arbor, Ml 1,376 7.8
175 Ogden-Clearfield, UT 1,365 0.9
776 Gulfport-Biloxi, MS 1 361 1.4
177 Cedar Rapids, lA 1,357 5.3
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178 Gadsden, AL 1,355 10.1
179 Bowling Green KY 1 332 4 1
180 Eau Claire, WI 1,315 L9
181 Janesville, WI 7,3W 10.5
182 Champaign-Urbana, IL 1 306 -1.8
183 Johnson Cily, TN 1 304 -0.9
184 Decatur. IL 1.283 -0.4
185 Greenville, NC ~,pgp ~.g
186 Buriingloq NC 1,264 4.5
187 Jackson, MS 1 264 t 2
t88 Logan, UT-ID 1 258 32
189 Fort Collins-Loveland, CO 1,247 5.0
190 West Palm Beach-Boca Raton-Boynton Bch, FL 1,230 -82
191 Wchi~a Falls, TX 1,196 -0.3
192 Bakersfieltl-Delano, CA 1,172 54
193 Auburn-Opelika, AL 1,158 2.0
194 El Paso, TX 1,151 3.2
195 Lafayette, IN ~ ~~2 .g ~
196 Florence-Muscle Shoals, AL 1 087 7.5
197 Fresno, CA 1,070 02
198 Savannah, GA 1,065 -5.8
199 Muskegon-Norton Shores MI 7 052 21 2
200 Lebanon, PA ~,pq7 _~.q
207 Shreveport-Bossier Ciry LA 1 045 0.1
202 Davenport-Moline-Rock Islantl, IA-IL 1,041 0.0
203 Joplin, MO 1,041 -0.1
204 Santa Rosa-Petaluma, CA 1,021 2.0
205 Sandusky, OH 1 019 4 4
206 Green Bay, W1 1,002 3.0
207 Eugene-Springfieltl OR ggq -q ~
208 Athens-Clarke County, GA 983 -2.3
209 Elizabethtown, KY 973 7.6
2t~ Albuquerque, NM 970 5.1
211 DuW[h, MN-WI 951 7.0
212 Waco, T% gqg .~,~

273 Huntington-Ashland, WV-KY-0H 936 1.6
274 Danville, IL 930 2.1
2t5 Hinesville-Fart Stewart, GA 925 t2.0
216 Deltona-Daytona Beach-Ormond Beach, FL 922 4.8
217 Albany, GA 920 -6 5
218 Kennewick-Pasco-ftichlantl, WA 911 -1.8
279 Morristown, TN 906 -7,6
220 Napa, CA 904 -2 2
221 Florence, SC 902 32
222 North Point-Bradenton-Sarasota, FL 875 7.4
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223 VYneeling, VN/-OH - 873 4]

224 Santa Barbara-Santa Maria-Goleta, CA 871 4.8

225 Alexandria, LA 868 17.3

226 Michigan Ciry-La P6tle, IN 842 -0.8

227 Reno-Sparks, NV 834 -1.4

228 Alioona, PA 826 1.8

229 Pensacola-Ferry Pass-Brent, FL 788 -5.5

230 Pittsfield, MA 785 Q5
231 Lawrence, KS 780 -7.9

232 Columbus, IN 757 3.3

233 Owensboro, KY 739 2.8

234 Mansfield, OH 731 2]

235 Visalia-POrterville, CA 728 3 6

236 Motlesro. CA 720 -0.6

238 Jackson, TN 703 62

239 Salem, OR 700 -10.1

240 Jackson, MI 685 5 7

241 Burlington-South Burlingron, VT 670 -5.8

242 Boise Cit -Nam a, ID 648 3.0

243 Niles-Benton Harbor, MI 640 92

244 Colorado Springs, CO 637 2.6

245 Dolhan, Al 631 -0.3

246 Monroe, MI 819 25.3

247 Ames, IA 613 -1.1

248 Flint, MI 603 2.8

249 Fort Smith, AR-OK 593 -12.7

250 Sioux Cily, IA-NE-SD 589 -6.8

251 Bay City, MI 584 -6.0

252 St. Cloutl, MN 582 8.4

253 Winston-Salem, NC 574 -8.7

254 College Station-Bryan, TX 561 2.6

255 Fargo, ND-MN 546 -1.3

256 Lewiston-Auburn, ME 544 -42

257 Columbus, GA-AL 539 72

258 Cumberland, MD-VYV 534 62
259 Battle Creek, MI 526 -D.6

260 Odessa, TX 518 84

261 Idaho Falls, ID 515 6.8

262 McAllen-Edinburg-Missioq TX 514 -6.4

263 Lafayette, LA 504 19 4

264 Abilene, TX 494 0.0

265 Johnstown, PA 491 -22

266 Bellingham, WA 486 5.9

267 Lake Havasu-Kingman, AZ 487 0.6
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Rank 2071

268 Pocatello, ID 481 7.6
269 Rome, GA 473 -102
270 Valdosta, GA 468 -10.0
271 Bloomington-Normal, IL 465 9.4
272 Palm Bay-Melbourne-TiWSVille, FL 458 -1.5
273 Ocala, FL 449 -2 4
274 Amarillo, TX 448 9.3
275 San Luis Obispo-Paso Robles, CA 448 -0.4
276 Hol Springs, AR 435 -0]
277 Las Cruces, NM 435 2.8
278 Midlantl, T% 434 23.3
279 Saginaw-Saginaw Township North, MI 434 15.7
280 Salisbury, MD' 434 -1.1
281 Brownsville-Harlingen, TX 433 1.9
282 Goldsboro, NC 424 -02
283 Binghamton, NY 422 -5.0
284 Atlantic City-Hammonton, NJ 420 t.0
285 Olympia, WA 418 4.6
286 Olympia, WA 418 -1.6
287 SprinpfielQ OH 417 42
288 Jefferson City, MO 476 -5.7
289 Yuma, AZ 400 11.1
290 TucSOn, AZ 399 -4.5
291 Pascagoula, MS 395 -7]
292 Pueblo, CO 364 13.4
293 Dubuque, lA 359 2.6
294 Ulica-Rome, NY 359 -3.5
295 Rochester, MN 358 -9.7
296 Prescott, AZ 355 2.3
297 State College, PA 354 2.3
298 Clarksville, TN-KY 348 7.4
299 Coeur dAlene, ID 347 15.7
300 Kokomo, W - 335 3.1
301 Glens Falls, NY 333 -0.9
302 Honolulu, HI 326 -0.3
303 Hattiesburg, MS 324 -0.3
304 Longview, WA 324 42
305 Sumer, SC 324 -0.6
306 Tallahassee, Fl 3t0 -11.9
307 Medford, OR 309 5.8
308 Tyler, TX 306 -6]

309 Vineland-MilNille-Bridgeton NJ 289 -8.3
310 Wenatchee-East Wenatchee, WA 289 17.5
311 Fond du Lac, WI 284 8.0
372 Bend. OR 283 1.4
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3t3 Cheyenne, WY 283 29
314 Houma-Bayou Cane-Thibodaux LA 282 12 8
315 Wausau, WI 273 62
316 Macon, GA 270 -1.5
317 Casper, VJY 261 10.6
318 Chico, CA 255 7.6
319 $human-Denisoq T% y$q p_g
320 Columbia, MO 242 7.6
321 Muncie, IN pqp ~p,~

322 Salinas, CA ppg p,7
323 S1. Gearge, UT ppp g 7

324 Anchorage, AK 218 13.5
325 Kingston, NY 214 -2.3
326 Steubenville-Weirton, VN/-OH 214 3.4
327 Carson City, NV 209 1 0
328 Lubbock, TX 207 0.5
329 Warner Robins, GA 204 3.3
330 Waterloo-Cedar Falls, IA 200 42
331 Grend Junction, CO 186 6.9
332 Madere-0howchilla, CA ~7q g,~
333 Barnstable Town, MA 172 6.8
334 Merced, CA X57 ~,p
335 Panama City-Lynn Haven-Panama City Beach, F 164 -8.9
336 Brunswick, GA 157 -92
337 Springfieltl, IL 156 -9.3
338 Mouni Vernon-Anacortes, WA 155 4]
339 Santa Cruz-Watsonville, CA 155 -11.9
340 La Crosse, WI-MN 153 4.1
347 Billings, MT ~qs g.2
342 Myrtle Beach-North Myrtle Beach-Conway SC 147 0 0
343 Pine BIUH, AR 138 0.7
344 Anniston-Oxford, Al 135 O]
345 Jonesboro, AR 135 -112
346 Yuba City, CA 73q g g
347 Naples-Marco Islantl, FL 125 -4.6
348 Corvallis, OR ~p~ p_5
349 Dover, DE 118 3.3
350 Port SL Wcie, FL 116 ,8 7
351 Cape Coral-Fort Myers, FL 709 5.8
352 Missoula, MT 104 4.0
353 Laredo, TX app pp,g

354 Bangor, ME 100 -10.7
355 ChaAOttesville, VA 93 -1.1
356 Redtling, CA gg .p p

357 Flagstaff, AZ 87 8.8
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Rank 2011

358 Jacksomiile, NC 84 21.7

359 Bismarck, ND 74 -2.6

360 Grand Forks, ND-MN 71 -74.5

361 Santa Fe, NM 71 -t34

362 Anderson,IN 68 -73.9

363 Gainesville, FL 67 -1.5

364 Vero Beach, FL 67 -4.3

365 Elmira, NY 59 -4.8

366 Bremerton-Silverdale, WA 55 3.8

367 Fairbanks, AK 53 3.9

368 Hanfortl-Corcoran, CA 45 9.8

369 San Angelo, TX 36 -2.7

370 Ra id Cit , SD 29 3.6

372 Ocean City, NJ 26 4.0

373 Crestview-Fort Walton Beach-Destin, FL 23 -11.5

374 Palm Coasl, FL 22 15.8

375 EI Centro, CA 9 -t 0.0

376 Lewiston, ID-WA 6 0.0

377 Farmington, NM 4 -20.0

378 Punta Garda, FL 4 0.0

379 Greal Falls, MT 2 100.0
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Table T7: Congestion Costs Per Auto Commuter (2010$)

Rank 1990 2000 2010
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Rank 1990 2000 2010

99 Eugene OR 110 300 171
100 McAllen TX 11 11 t 125
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Ta61e T2: freight Tonnage For Top 100 MSAs

Rank Freight Tons Freight Tons Per

GMP (Tons/Mil. S~

IHS Global insight 94



Rank Freight Tons Freight TOns Per

GMP (Tons/Mil. S)
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Rank Freight TOns Freight Tons Per

6MP (Tons/Mil. S)

Freight data includes Inbound, Outbound, and InVa-Markel tons. Through-tons are nod included.
MSAS in the table are the 1001arge metros where detailed freight data are available
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Table T3: Exports as a Percentage of Gross Metropolitan Product, %

Rank 2005 20D6 2007 2008 2009 2010
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Rank 20D5 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
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izbie T4}Metro Iitan Area fm to ~~vo o vment Overcbe Decades

Employment (thous.) Change ([hous.~
1990 z000 xmo zoxa so-oo as-io is-za
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""`- --'--'" Employment (Nous.) change ~thous.~

1990 3000 2010 3U20 9000 DO-10 ]0-30
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~- Em ployment (thous.) chan6e thous.)

1990 2000 1030 2020 90-00 00-10 1P30

IMS Global lnsigh~ 106



Employment (thous.) Change (thous.)

1990 2000 3010 2020 90-OD 00-30 10-ZO
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Employment (thous.) Change ~thous.~

3990 2000 301 2030 9000 00-10 1020
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Em ployment ~thous.j <h ange (chous.~
1990 2000 2010 3020 90-00 00-30 1020
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Table T5: Population Growth in the Next 30 Vears (Thous.)

2012 2042 Change ~%~
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California's Sales Tax: Widening the Base of Services

Overview

Broadening the sates tax base is among Uie most straight-forward ofthe marry difficult
decisions facing California right now with its ever-growing, gaping budget deficit.
California's budget deficit is cyclical and structural. While tUe cyclical portion of die
deficit wi(1 coaect as the economy recovers, the structural deficit represents au ongoing
issue that will only oet worse, crealing additional problems in its wake, if agreement can't
be reached on liow to close it. Expanding sales tries to include services is an easy,
equitable, efficient way to do this. Currently, California only taxes 21 service sectors by
mmpazison to an average of approximately 56 sectors by the other states. ~

Sales tarz revenue has fallen as a percentage of state revenue in California, mirroring a
nationwide trend. Catifomia sales tax revenue declined from 37°/a of General Fmtd
revenues in FY] 980.1981 to 28% in FY2007-2008, despite an increase in the sales tax
rate. The reason for Utis decline in sales tax revenue is that sales of tangible personal
property have Veen relafively stagnant, but sales of non-razed services have growtl~
rapidly during Uie past two or three decades. In some cases, declines ui sales taxed items
such as video rentals and music CD sales have been offset by increased sales in non-
mxed services, including downloads of online movies and music.

Precedents

The service sector hzs grown to 168 specific subsectors of which currently utilities is the
only service sector that is [axed by almost every state and even then, only some ufilities.
California is well behind other states in the move to broaden its tax base. Reflecting the
growing portion of the economy represented by services, most of llie changes in state
sales tax bases occurmd during the 1970s and 1980s, bnt have slowed since 1990 after
well-publicized repeals of tax base expansion by Florida in 1987 and Massachusetts in
1990, involving business services (Florida replaced it with a sales tae rate increase).

In 2007, Mazyland and Michigaz~ both moved to include business services which were
quickly repealed (Michigan replaced the proposed services sales tax witU a business tax
sw~chazge). While several lessons can be ]earned from the experience of tUese Cow states,
the main lesson is to avoid taxation of business services in order to avoid ̀ pyramiding' or
the double-taxation of businesses which, understandably, riles tUe business community.
(More generally, there is an important process A~atneeds to be followed in educating tUe

~ The Federation of Tai Administrarors started periodica0y surveying sates about which services they tazstarting in 1990 and mast recently in 2008.
' Cal-Tax, Tazation of Servicex A Real Disservice, (Date]



public about new tares before rolling them out [hat wasn't followed in each of the above
cases.')

New jersey is [he only state during [he last few years to enact legistafion to expand the
taxation of services and the services covered included storage, tanning and massage
services, limousine services, and information services, raising the number of taxable
services in the state from 55 to 74 services.

Specific Proposal

The proposed sales tax broadening would include two broad categories of services. 17~e
first is a category that includes services which represent the rentat or purchase of a good.
California has begun to take steps to tae services in this category, but non consistently.
For instance, we tax tmcedo rentals, but not similaz services (i.e. diaper service, sector
57~). We propose extending this to all service sectors which are not currently taxed.

Specifically, this would include Computer Services (sectors 107-109 and i I ]-1 ]2 and
115) and a new category of services called ̀ Computer Online Services' emnprising data
processing, downloads of soRware, books, musiq movies and digital video and other
elecvonic downloads (sectors 1 ] 6 through 121). These are fairly clear examples of where
dowiiloads replace the purchase of a good (i.e. music CD, book, etc.).

The second major category of new services we propose to tax represents a category of
services which involve the rental of space, including Storage Rental (19.24), Parking
Lofs and Garages (125) and Admissions and Anmsement which comprises ]fi subsectoxs
including a broad range of services from admissions to racing events to rental of videos
(127-141). in California, the Iatter is the only service in this category flat is currently
taxed, but all services in ll~is category deserve simi]ar tream~ent. Also, we recommend
including Limousine services Q58) and Chaztered Flights (161).

In total, we propose adding 39 service sectors to the existing 21 service sectors California
already taees, for a total of 60 sectors, close to the average for all 50 states, but welt

3 On the Nnv Amciui Foundetiun websice, a piece by Alq'A Corporere Taxation suggested the following ro improve
the roIi-out ofnew taxes on services:

Fducxtion: Prediclubig adding e mx ro sometM1ing previously untszed is not popular. A sm[e should pursue eduwGon
eflbns m help consumers undersYentl fie salx t~ end the benefits of base broodening. Ones in O~TCq taxpayers wil
also acrd information on when Nay owe use tae on services obuined fiom oubof-state.
Legelily: A stazc sM1OUid rcvinv frderal antl state rvlings for hdp in properly Aefning the ex08nded lac bases Case law
should also be rwiewM m aid in draRine rules an nexus end demm~ining the tax on services performed and/m
delivered ro more fan one emie.
TrnnatNOn: Implement fie expansion gre~velly. The enacting slalom shauid specify the items added ro the base with
cffedive dales s0~ning a futwe time period. This allows more time for the tme agency to help businesses ihac become
subject is tax collection, end for consmners to adapt m the changes.
Campenwfion: Bose expansion will cause mare businesses ro be subject a sale Iac com0~~ontt. A stair should
provide a rcfundeble tax cre~il m elievinte stars-up wscs for @cse businessos and ideally, provide compensation for ell
businesses that Collett sales lax.
" Sector numbus based on attached spreadsheet crcared by Federation of Ta¢ Administrarors (see
attachment),



below the top four states (New Mexico, Hawaii, South Delcota a~~d Washington) wluch
all taac over 140 sectors.

Specifically, not included in the list of proposed service sectors to tax aie business
services end services provided to businesses to avoid the pitfall of pyramiding taxes. Also
not included are services which are likely to be consumed by low to moderate incmne
households, thus regressive (i.e. cell phones, inter azid infra-state telephone, water,
electricity, natural gas, and other utilities currently tweed by many other states)

We estimate that this proposal will result in a revenue gain of $3 to $4 billion per year.

Pros

Levying a sales [ax on a lager number of service sectors would fulfill what all
economists and tax experts agree is a liallmzrk of a good tax system: broadening the tax
base. In the 19305 when the sales tze was first proposed, services represented a small
percentage of total consumption, Since then, changes in lifestyles and technology have
led to changes in consumption patterns with service consumption growing much more
quickly than goods consumption. Households now hire house cleaners, gazdeners,
nannies, personal trainers and pet sitters. Conswnption trends also include greater
conswnption of digital goods.

Economically, there is no rationale for taxing some forms of cwumnption while
exempting others. There is no reason to tax laundry detergent, but not dry cleazung
services; a ]awn mower, but not gardening services (even tliough we do not propose to
[arz those services a[ this point). When it comes [o sales tax reform, the policy aziswer is
unless you've got a really good reason to do othertvise, whatever people buy should be
subject to tax. It shou]cLtt matter where you buy it (on the Internet or in a store).

Broadening the sales tax base to include more services can make the sales tax more
equitable and ca~i allow for a rate reduction (making the tax even more equitable). If
needed, base broade~ung and a rate reduction can be combined to generate new revenues.
States facing reduced sales tax collections due to a diminishing tax base might find i[
simpler to increase the taY Bate, raUier than expand Uie base. This approach though,
ignores the underlying problem and creates others. Many services aze more likely to be
purchased by higher income individuals. Exempting service consumption while
increasing the tax on tangible personal property makes the sales tax more regressive.
Also, California already has a high sales tax rates acid further increases may lead to
compefitive problems for businesses and greater tax evasion.

A broader base can also reduce volatility that can improve government budgefing. Base
broadening can also help improve economic development decisions. For example, in
some states, such as California, local govenunents are very dependent on sales taac
revenues. Thus, they are "incentiviud° to get retailers to locate within [heirjurisdicUOn
rather than trying to attract businesses that offer nontaxable goods or services. A broader
base enables governments ro make better economic development decisions.



Cons

One substenRVe problem with broadening California's tax base to include more services
is the possibility of ̀pyrantiding'. Pyramiding is the application of tax to prior tax
amounts in successive commercial Gansacfions and can be exacerbated by taxing more
services. The services proposed herein specifically avoid taxes on business services and
other labor-intensive services which would most likely cause pyrazniding.

In addition, another issue with taxing services is the uiequity created if the sales tax
applied to necessiries which account for x greater percentage of income of low-income
taxpayers. However, with many services, taxafion would be progressive, since some
services tend to be consumed more byhigher-income l~ousehotds {i.e. diaper services,
private club fees, online downloads, and cliaztered flights).

The most common arguments against expanding sales taxes to more service sectors is
that it is anti-business and will hurt the s[atc's economy. In 1990 when Iowa's Governor
proposed to expand the base of Iowa's sales tax to include more business acid
professional services, many claimed ffiat the eXpension would haem businesses and
economic growth in the state. A study performed at the time fowid that the Uiree states
that lead for many yeazs fu(]y taxed services (South Dakota, New Mexico, and Hawaii)
had sh~o~ger economic growth than Iowa aver the pas[ two business cycles and
anpioyment growth in small businesses aver llie decade of the 1990s was stronger in two
of Uie three states than it was in Iowa. Finally, business formarion in each of the t}uee
states that fully tax services was higher tha~i it was in Iowa.

Potential legal issues, particularly inwlving interstate commerce, need to be explored.
For instance, Bradley-Bums Uniform Local Sales and Use Tax Law authorizes localities
to enact sales tar ordinance at a specified percentage. Howeveq it appeaza only to apply
m taeation of tangible personal property. The quesUOn is whether in implementing a
services tax on the local level if the Legislature would Dave to provide authorizarion to
localities to tax services thus requiring each individual locality to hold an election to
enact the [ax by a majority vote, a cos8y a~~d time wn5uming effort.

Supporters

As noted above, California is far behind other states in themove to reco~,mize the egttiTy
argwnent for taxing more service sectors. Most, iPnot all, economists and tax experts are
supportive of broadening the sales tax base to include more services which in many cases
aze sales of goods in disguise.

Last year, Judy Chu, the chair of the state's Boazd of Equalizalion, was recommending
expanding the state sales tau base in a way that could yield up to $10 billion a year. Chu's
rarionale was consistency and fairness:"We tax exercise equipment, but we don't tax
health club services. We tax movie rentals, but we doii t tax movie admissions;' Chu said.
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UPS ln[emet Shipping: Shipment Label https://www.ups.com/uis/create?AC[ionOrigiriPair—defaW[PrintWi...

UPS Internet Shipping: ViewlPrint Label

1. Ensure there are no other shipping or tracking labels attached to your package. Select the

Print button on the print dialog box that appears. Note: If your browser does not support this function

select Print from the File menu to print the label.

2. Fold the printed sheet containing the label at the line so that the entire shipping label is visible.

Place [he label on a single side of the package and cover it completely with clear plastic

shipping tape. Do not cover any seams or closures on the package with the label. Place the

label in a UPS Shipping Pouch. If you do not have a pouch, affix the folded label using clear plastic

shipping tape over the entire label.

GETTING YOUR SHIPMENT TO UPS

UPS locations include the UPS Store, UPS drop boxes, UPS customer centers, authorized

retail outlets and UPS drivers.

Schedule a same day or future day Pickup to have a UPS driver pickup all of your Interne[ Shipping

packages.
Hand the package to any UPS driver in your area.

Take your package to any location of The UPS Store, UPS Drop Box, UPS Customer Center, UPS

Alliances (Office Depots or Staples) or Authorized Shipping Outlet near you. Items sent via UPS

Return Services(SM) (including via Ground) are also accepted at Drop Boxes. To find the location

nearest you, please visit [he'Find Locations' Quick link at ups.com.

Customers with a Daily Pickup
Your driver will pickup your shipments) as usual.
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